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D.,  483. 

Devoe,  Lizzie  A.  (5L.D.,  4);  modified,  6L.D., 

420. 
Dudymott  v.  Kansas  Pacific  R,  R.  Co.  (5  C.  L.  O., 

69) ;  overruled,  1  L.  D.,  345. 
♦Elliott  V.  Kyan  (7  L.  D.,  322) ;  overruled,  8  L.  D., 

110. 
Epiey©.  Trick  (8L.D.,  110);  overruled,  0  L.D., 

353. 
Ewing  V.  Bickard  (1  L.  D..  146) ;  overruled,  6  L. 

D.,  483. 
Fish,  Mary  (10  L.  D.,  606) ;  modified.  13  L.  D.,  511. 
Florida  Rwy.and  Navigation  Co.  v.  Miller  (3L. 

!>.,  324);  modified  (6  L.D.,   716);  overruled,  9 

L.  D.,  237. 
Forgeot,  Margaret  (7  L.  D.,  280) ;  overruled,  10  L. 

D.,  620. 
Freeman  r.  Texas  Pacific  B.  R.  Co.    (2L.D.,550)| 

overruled,7L.  D.,18. 
Galliher,  Maria  (8  C.  L.  O.,  57) ;  overruled,  1  L.  D., 

57. 


*  The  cases  marked  with  a  star  are  now  authority.    See  Hessong  v.  Burgan,  9  L.  D.,  158. 
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Oazrett,  Joshua  (2  C.  L.  O.,  1005) ;  overrnled,  5  L. 

D.,  158. 
Gates  V.  California  and  Oregon  K.  R.  Co.  (5  C.  L. 

Om  190) ;  ovemilod,  1 L.  D.,  336. 
Gohmian  v.  f  oid  (8  C.  L.  O.,  6) ;  OTermled,  4  L. 

D..580. 
Hanlin,  James  A.  (10  L.  D.,  313) ;  recalled  and  re- 
voked, UL.D.,233. 
Hiikey,  M.  A.  and  Edward  (3  L.  D.,  83) ;  modiiied, 

5  L.  i>.,  260. 
UoUaud,  G.  W.  (6  L.  D.,  20) ;  overruled,  6  L.  D., 

639,  and  121^  D.,  430. 
Hooper,  Henry  (6  L.  D.,  624) ;  modified,  0  L.  B.,  86, 

284. 
Jones,  James  A.  (3  L.  D.,  170) ;  overruled,  8  L.  D., 

448. 
Jones  V.  Kennett  <6  L.  D.,  688) ;  overruled,  14  L. 

D.,  429. 
Kniskem  v.  Hastings  and  Dakota  Bwy.  Co.  (6  C. 

L.  O..  50) ;  overruled,  1  L.  D.,  362. 
Laselle  9.  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Rwy.  Co. 

(3  C.  T..  O..  10) ;  overruled,  14  L.  D.,  278. 
Lindberg,  Anna  C.  (8  L.  D.,  95) ;  modified,  4  L.  D., 

209. 
Lindcrman  «.  Wait  (6  L.  D.,  689) ;  overruled,  13 

L.D.,  450. 
Louisiana.  Seat^  of  (8  L.  D.,  126) ;  modified  on  re- 
view, 9  L.  D.,  167. 
Lynch,  Patrick  (7  L.  D.,  33) ;  overruled,  13  L.  D. 

713. 
Haughan,G«orge  W.  (1  L. D.,  25) ;  overruled,  7  L. 

D.,94. 
Meyer  Peter  (6  L.  D.,  639) ;  modified,   12  L.  D., 

436. 
Morgan  v.  Craig  (10  C.  L.  O.,  284) ;  overruled,  5  L. 

D.,303. 
Korthem  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Yantls  (8  L.  D.,  58) ; 

overruled,  12  L.  D.,  127. 
"Syman  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 

Rwy.  Co.  (5  L.  D.,  896) ,  6  L.  D.,  750. 
Pspina  V.  Alderson  (1 B.  L.  P.,  91) ;  modified,  5  L. 

D.,  256. 
Patterson;  Charles  E.  (3  L.  D.,  260)  r  modified,  6  L. 

D.,  284,  624. 
Phelps,  W.  L.   (8  C.  L.  0.,  139) ;  overruled,  2  L.  D., 

854.  

Popple,  James  (12  L.  D.,  433) ;  overruled,  18  L.  D., 

588. 
Rancho,  Alisal  (1  L.  D.i  179,'  overruled,  5  L.  D., 

32'. 


*Reed  v.BufBngton  (7  L.  D.,  154);  overruled,  8 

L.  D.,  110. 
Rico  Townsite  (1  L.  D.,  656) ;  modified,  5  L.  B., 

256. 
Robinson,  Stella  G.  (12  L.  D.,  443) ;  overruled,  la 

L.D.,1. 
Rogers,  Horace  B.(10  L.  I>.,'29);  ovorrnled,  14  L. 

D;,321. 

Rogers  v.  Atlantic  and  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (6  L.  D.^ 

565);  overruled,  8  L.D.,  165. 
*  Rogers  v.  Lukens  (6  L.  D.,  Ill) ;  overruled,  8  L. 

D.,  110. 
St.  Paul.  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Rwy.  Co.  (8 

L.  D.,  235) ;  modifiod,  13  L.  D.,  354. 
Sayles,  Henry  P.  (2  L.  D.,  88);  modified,  6  L.D., 

797. 
Serrano  v.  Southern  Paoiflo  R.  R.  Co.  (6  C.  L.  O.,^ 

93) ;  overruled,  1  L.  D.,  380. 
Phineberger,  Joseph  (8  L.  D.,  231) ;  overruled,  9^ 

L.D.,202. 
Sipcheu  V.  Ross  ( IL.  D.,  634) ;  modified,  4  L.  I>., 

152. 
Spencer,  James  (6  L.  D.,  217) ;  modified,  6  L.  D. 

772,  and  8  L.  D.,  467. 
State  of  California  ».  Pierce  (3  C.  L.  0.,  118) ;  modi- 
fied, 2  L.  I).,  854. 
Sweeteuv.  Stevenson  (8  L.  D.,  249);  overruled 

3  L.  D.,  248. 
Talkington's  Heirs  v.   Heropfling   (2  L.  D.,  40)  i 

overruled,  14  L.  D.,  200. 
Taylor  v.  Yates  et  al.  (8  L.  D.,  279) ;  reversed  on. 

review,  10  L.  D.,  242. 
Traugh  v.  Ernst  (2  L.  D.,  212) ;  overruled,  3  L.  D.^ 

218. 
Trippr.  Stewart  (7.  C.  L.  O.,  39);  modified,  6  L. 

D.,  795. 
Tupper  V.  Schwarz  (2  L.  D.,  623) ;  overruled,  6  L. 

D.,  623. 
Turner  V.Lang  (1  C.L.O.,  51:  modified,  5  L. D.^ 

256. 
Vine,  James  (14  L.  D.,  527) ;  modified,  14  L.  D.,, 

622. 
Watson,  Thomas  £.  (4  L.  D.,  169) ;  modified,  6  L. 

D.,  71. 
Weber,  Peter  (7  L.  D.,  476) ;  overruled  on  review> 

9  L.  D.,  150. 
Wilkins,  Benjamin  C.  (2  L.  D.,  120) ;   modified,  & 

L.  D.,  797. 
Willfngbeck,  Christian  P.  (3  L.  D.,  383) ;  modi* 

fled,  5  L.  D.,408. 


*  The  cases  marked  with  a  star  are  now  authority.    See  Ilessong  v.  Borgau,  9  L.  D.,  153. 
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emption  

September  9.  1850  (9  Stat.,  558),  sec  15, 
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March  3, 1853  (10  SUt.,  244),  price  of  Und.  74 

March  3, 1858  (10  Stot.,  244),  sec.  1,  Califor- 
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July  22, 1854(10  Stat., 806),  opening  pnblio 
lands 509 
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September  30, 1854  (10  Stot.,  1110),  sec  8, 
treaty 676 
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lands 665 
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grant 108 
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BELATIKG  TO 


CONFmMATION-SECTIOK  7,  ACT  OP  MARCH  8,  1891. 

Bkadbuey  v.  Dickinson. 

The  sale  of  an  Trndivided  interest  in  the  lands  covered  by  an  entry,  prior  to  March 
1, 1888,  does  not  bring  said  entry  within  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 7,  aet  of  March  3^  1891. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Offlce^  January 

2j  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  July  18, 1891,  requesting  farther  in- 
Btractions  in  reference  to  the  case  of  Elwood  S.  Bradbury  v.  Martin  F. 
DickinBon. 

It  appears  that  on  January  4, 1887,  Dickinson  made  soldier's  addi- 
tional homestead  entry  for  the  W  }  of  the  NE  1  of  section  12,  T.  23  S., 
B.  44  W.,  Liamar,  Colorado. 

On  June  9, 1887,  said  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  ofSce 
for  the  reason  that  the  rights  of  the  entryman  were  exhausted  under 
the  homestead  law  prior  to  said  entry.  On  June  13, 1887,  Dickinson 
filed  affidavits  showing  that  hiB  rights  under  the  law  were  not  ex- 
hausted. 

On  the  same  day  Elwood  S.  Bradbury  applied  to  contest  Dickinson's 
entry,  alleging  that  the  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  of  one  Thomas 
Boak,  that  the  entry  was  made  for  purposes  of  speculation,  and  that 
the  entry  was  illegal  because  Dickinson  had  previously  exhausted  his 
lights  under  the  homestead  law.  The  affidavit  of  contest  was  not  cor- 
roborated, his  application  to  contest  was  accordingly  rejected  by  the 
register  and  receiver.  Contestant  appealed  from  said  r^ection  to  your 
office,  where^  on  February  10, 1888,  it  was  decided  that  Dickinson  had 
exhausted  his  rights  under  the  homestead  law,  and  your  decision  of 
June  9, 1887,  holding  his  entry  for  cancellation  was  adhered  to. 

Bradbury^s  appeal  was  dismissed  and  his  application  to  contest  re- 
fined on  the  gronnds  that  said  entry  was  then  under  investigation  by 
your  office  and  that  the  affidavit  of  contest  was  not  corroborated. 
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Both  Bradbury  and  Dickinson  appealed  from  your  said  ruling  to 
this  Department,  and  on  April  6,  1888,  Dickinson  filed  a  relinquteh- 
ment  of  his  en  try ,  and  on  the  same  day  one  Thomas  D.  Parish  was 
allowed  by  the  local  land  officers  to  make  a  soldier's  additional  home- 
stead entry  for  said  tract. 

Under  date  of  July  27,  1889,  the  Department  acting  upon  these 
appeals,  held  that  the  allowance  of  the  entry  of  Parish  was  irregular. 
It  was  accordingly  directed  to  be  canceled.  It  was  also  held  that  your 
office  was  justified  in  refusing  to  allow  Bradbury's  application  to  con- 
test. However,  the  decision  of  your  office  was  reversed  ii^  so  far  as  it 
canceled  Dickinson's  entry  without  a  hearing,  and  it  was  held  while 
there  were  facts  in  the  record  showing  that  his  right  to  make  an  entry 
under  the  homestead  law  had  been  exhausted,  still  he  offered  to  show, 
if  an  opportunity  was  given  him,  that  his  right  had  not  been  exhausted. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  to  determine  the  facts.  In  said  departmental 
decision,  Dickinson's  relinquishment  was  not  accepted,  since  it  was 
made  to  appear  that  he  had  before  that  time  sold  all  or  nearly  all  of 
his  interest  in  said  tract. 

In  your  letter  of  July  18, 1891,  addressed  to  this  Department,  yon 
state  that  Parish's  entry  has  been  canceled,  and  although  a  hearing 
was  ordered  August  12, 1889,  as  directed  by  the  Department,  it  appears 
that  the  register  and  receiver  have  never  fixed  a  day  for  said  hearing. 
You  suggest  that  the  passage  of  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  may,  when  applied  to  said  case,  render  a  hearing 
on  its  merits  unnecessary. 

It  appears  from  the  facts  as  they  are  found  in  the  departmental  de- 
cision of  July  27, 1889,  that  the  entry  of  Dickinson  was  made,  and  a 
final  receipt  issued  on  January  4, 1887. 

On  January  6th  following,  he  sold  and  conveyed  the  undivided  one 
half  of  said  tract  to  Thomas  Doak  for  a  consideration  stated  to  be  $590, 
and  about  the  same  time  he  sold  and  conveyed  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, the  undivided  one-fourth  interest  in  said  tract  to  one  William 
Groom,  and  that  on  March  2, 1887,  Doak  purchased  this  interest,  leav- 
ing him  the  owner  of  an  undivided  three-fourth  interest  in  said  tract 
and  leaving  Dickinson  the  owner  of  the  undivided  one-fourth  part 
thereof. 

The  tract  was  then  platted  by  its  owners,  and  laid  out  as  an  addition 
to  the  town  of  Grenada,  and  at  the  date  when  Dickinson's  entry  was 
held  for  cancellation,  they  had  sold  about  one  hundred  and  nineteen 
lots  to  different  buyers. 

Dickinson's  sale  of  the  undivided  three-fourth  interest  in  said  tract 
was  made  after  final  entry,  and  before  March  1, 1888,  and  before  any 
action  was  taken  against  said  entry. 

In  so  far  as  is  shown  by  the  record,  the  sales  were  made  for  valuable 
considerations,  no  adverse  claims  originating  prior  to  final  entry  exists 
and  no  fraud  has  been  found  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser;  will  such  an 
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entry  be  confirmed  under  the  provisions  of  the  seventh  section  of  the 
act  cited  t    I  think  not* 

The  section  relied  upon  for  confirmation  refers  to  certain  entries  das* 
sified  as  ^^  entries  made  under  the  pre-emption,  homestead,  desert-land, 
or  timber-culture  laws''  and  provides  that  under  certain  conditions, 
they  Bball  be  confirmed  and  patented.  One  of  these  conditions  is  that 
where  an  entry  has  been  sold  after  final  receipt  has  been  issued  by  the 
recover  of  the  land  office^  and  prior  to  March  1, 1888,  to  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  such  an  entry  shall  be  confirmed. 
I^o  provision  is  made  for  confirming  an  entry  where  an  undivided  part 
of  the  tract  covered  thereby  is  so  sold.  Congress  seems  to  have  dealt 
with  an  entry  as  an  entirety  and  to  hold  that  it  was  the  legislative  in- 
tention to  confirm  where  a  purchaser  has  acquired  three-fourths  or  one- 
half  interest  in  the  entry,  would  also  require  in  a  propei*  case,  the  hold- 
ing  that  an  entry  was  confirmed  where  a  purchaser  had  acquired  a  one- 
tenth  interest  therein  or  even  less. 

I  do  not  think  this  was  the  intention  of  Congress  when  the  act  was 
passed. 

You  are,  therefore,  directed  to  allow  the  case  to  take  its  regular 
course  as  directed  by  my  decision  of  July  27, 1889» 


xnsw  MAi>nn>  location— ttnsubvxted  lanb* 

Bbitton  Williams. 

A  Keir  Madrid  location  of  unBnryeyed  land,  made  under  the  act  of  February  17^ 
1S15,  wa»  unauthorised  thereby,  and  while  the  law  thna  remained,  such  location 
was  no  bar  to  other  disposition  of  the  land. 

The  act  of  April  26, 1822,  providing  for  the  perfection  of  New  Madrid  locations  thai 
did  not  conform  to  the  public  surveys,  did  not  operate  to  save  a  location  on  un« 
surveyed  land,  where  said  land  had  been  previously  sold  by  the  government  to 
intervening  adverse  claimants. 

Beeretartf  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl  Land  Offleej  January 

Sj  1892. 

It  appears  by  your  letter  of  June  8, 1887,  to  the  local  officers  at  Boon- 
villey  Mo.y  transmitted  with  the  papers  in  this  case,  that  the  New  Mad- 
rid claim  of  Thomas  Huff;  Jr.  for  two  hundred  arpents,  or  170.14  acres, 
was  allowed  under  act  of  February  17^  1815  (3  Stat,  211),  upon  which 
certificate  of  location  (No.  135)  was  issued  September  18, 1816,  and  lo- 
cated January  13, 1817,  under  survey  No.  2537  at  Franklin,  Mo.,  land 
office. 

The  location  of  Huff  embraced  a  part  of  the  SW  \  Sec  36,  T.  49 
(south  of  Missouri  river),  range  17  west,  to  wit,  108.36  acres,  and  apart 
of  the  SE  \  of  section  35  adjoining,  and  was  made  in  a  square  tract 
irhich  did  not  conform  to  the  sections^  lines  according  to  the  survey  of 
8^d  township  made  in  June  1818. 
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On  April  14, 1819,  Asa  Morgan  entered  the  balance  of  said  SW.  | 
(51.64  acres)  not  embraced  in  said  location,  -per  certificate  (So,  1967)  for 
which  a  patent  was  dtdy  issued  November  1, 1827.  That  part  of  HuflPs 
claim  located  in  the  SE.  i  of  Sec.  35,  aforesaid,  was  adjudged  January 
18, 1820,  in  fiAvor  of  David  Burris,  uxK>n  his  pre-emption  application 
(So.  1834)  for  the  whole  of  said  quarter,  and  the  same  was  patented  to 
him  x>er  certificate  (So.  99)  August  31, 1820.  So  patent  has  ever  issued 
on  any  part  of  Huff's  remaining  claim. 

On  January  28, 1820,  Britton  Williams  purchased  the  balance  of  said 
Huff  location  in  said  SW.  ^,  containing  108.36  acres,  at  $2  per  acre,  and 
paid  one  fourth  part  thereof  in  cash,  as  appears  by  the  following  cer- 
tificate of  purchase  (So.  4888),  issued  February  25, 1820: 

It  is  hereby  certified  that  Britton  Williama  of  Cooper  county,  M.  T.  did  on  the 
28th  day  of  January,  1820,  purchase  the  south  and  west  part  of  the  south-west  qr. 
of  section  36,  in  Frl.  Tp.  49  (8.  M.  R.)  north  of  the  base  line  of  range  17  west  of  the 
5th  principal  meridian  in  the  district  of  lands  offered  for  sale  at  Franklin,  which 
said  part  of  qr.  section  contains  108.86  acres,  and  which  has  been  sold  to  said  Brit- 
ton Williams  at  the  rate  of  $2.00  per  acre,  amounting  in  the  whole  for  said  part  of 
quarter  section  to  two  hundred  and  sixteen  dollars  and  seven ty-two  cents  ($216.72), 
of  which  there  has  been  paid  on  account  agreeably  to  law,  to  the  reviver  of  public 
moneys  at  Franklin,  the  sum  of  fifty-four  dollars  and  eighteen  cents  ($54.18),  being 
one-fourth  part  of  the  purchase  money  for  the  said  part  of  quarter  section. 

Now,  therefore  be  it  known,  that  if  the  remaining  balance,  being  one  hundred 
and  sixty-two  dollars  and  fifty-four  cents  ($162.54)  shall  be  paid  to  the  receiver  of 
public  moneys  at  Franklin,  or  to  the  Treas.  of  the  United  States  at  Or  before  the 
dates  and  periods  following,  that  Is  to  say,  fifty-four  dollars  and  eighteen  cents 
($54.18)  thereof  on  or  before  the  28th  day  of  January,  1822;  fifty-four  doUars  and 
eighteen  cents  ($54.18)  thereof  on  or  before  the  28th  day  of  Januaryi  1823:  and 
fifty-four  dollars  and  eighteen  cents  ($54.18)  thereof  on  or  before  the  28th  day  of 
January,  1824,  then  the  said  Britton  Williams  or  his  assigns,  or  other  legal  repre- 
sentatives shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  patent  for  the  part  of  the  quarter  section 
above  described  by  right  of  pre-emption  adjudged  in  his  favor. 

Said  certiflcate  of  purchase  was  surrendered  September  30,  1822,  at 
said  Franklin,  by  Charles  Force,  the  heirs  of  Asa  Morgan,  and  Mary 
Oilman,  of  Goopei  county,  Missouri,  as  assignees  of  said  Britton  Wil- 
liams, and  new  declaration  (So.  590}  issued  granting  ftirther  credit  in 
eight  equal  annual  installments,  the  first  due  March  31, 1822,  and  the 
last  March  31, 1829,  under  the  act  of  March  2, 1821,  Sec.  3  (3  Stat,  613), 
and  the  act  of  April  20, 1822  (3  Stat.,  665). 

Final  payment  was  made,  and  register's  final  certificate  (No.  2001) 
issued  at  said  Franklin  on  March  28, 1829,  for  said  tract  under  the  act 
of  March  21, 1828  (4  Stat.,  259),  certifying  that  Robert  P.  Clarke, 
Frederick  Haux,  and  David  Logan,  all  of  Cooper  county,  as  assignees, 
were  entitled  to  a  patent. 

By  your  letter  to  the  local  ofllcers  at  Boonville,  Mo.,  dated  November 
18, 1890,  you  decided  that, — "The  representatives  of  Huff  are  entitled  to 

patent  for  the  said  108.36  acres  upon  an  application  therefor.  Kotify 
the  parties  in  interest,  that  unless  an  appeal  is  taken  within  the  sixty 
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days  firom  notice,  given  in  accordance  with  letter  '  0  ^  of  September  24, 
1890,  the  entry  of  Williams  will  be  canceled.^^  An  appeal  has  been 
taken  which  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

The  tbllowiug  specifications  of  error  are  assigned: — 

Ist.  That  at  the  date  of  location  of  the  New  Madrid  claim  of  Huff,  January  13th, 
1817,  the  land  in  controversy  was  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary 17,  1815— >the  location  having  been  made  previous  to  the  section  lines  having 
been  run,  said  location  was  void.  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  Jan.  19, 1820 — Public  Lands,  Laws 
and  Opinions,  part  2,  page  8. 

2nd.  That  a  valid  pre-emption  right  to  said  land  was  recognized  and  adjudged  in 
favor  of  Britton  Williams,  in  January  1820,  and  no  exceptions  to  said  adjudications 
in  favor  of  said  pre-emptor  appear  to  have  been  taken ;  and  had  a  patent  been  issued 
at  that  time  on  said  New  Madrid  certificate,  the  same  would  have  been  void.  Ops* 
Atty.  Gen.,  Jan.  27th,  1821,  vide  p.  16. 

Upon  a  careful  investigation  and  examination  of  the  files  and  records,  and  a  ref- 
erence to  the  laws  and  instructions  governing  the  disposition  of  the  land  here  in 
controversy,  it  would  be  discovered  that  the  officers  of  the  land  office  were  conver- 
sant with  the  law  and  the  facts  governing  the  disposition  of  the  case  and  committed 
no  error  in  permitting  the  pre-emption  entry  of  said  Britton  WiBiams. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  Kew  Madrid  certificates  were  is- 
sued are  thus  stated  by  Justice  Bradley,  in  the  Hot  Springs  Gases  (92 
U.  S.,  098,  707): 

The  earthquake,  or  succession  of  earthquakes,  which  occurred  along  the  Missis- 
sippi belovr  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  in  1811  and  1812,  was  particularly  disastrous  to 
the  county  and  village  of  New  Madrid,  in  Missouri  Territory  (then  the  district  of 
Louisiana),  leaving  a  large  portion  of  the  land  now  known  as  the  "  sunk  country^ 
under  water.  For  the  relief  of  the  inhabitants.  Congress,  on  the  17th  of  February, 
1815,  passed  an  act  authorizing  those  whose  lands  had  been  materiaUy  injured  by 
earthquakes  to  locate  the  like  quantity  of  land  on  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  said 
Territory,  the  sale  of  which  was  authorized  by  law. 

The  first  section  of  said  act  provides, 

That  any  person  or  persons  owning  land  in  the  county  of  New  Madrid,  in  the 
Missouri  Territory,  with  the  extent  the  said  county  had  on  the  tenth  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1812,  and  whose  lands  have  been  materially  injured  by  earthquakes,  shall  be, 
and  they  hereby  are  authorized  to  locate  the  like  quantity  of  land  on  any  of  the 
public  lands  of  the  said  territory,  the  sale  of  which  is  authorized  by  law.  (3  Stat., 
211) 

Under  this  act  certificates  were  issued  to  those  inhabitants  of  Few 
Madrid  whose  lands  had  been  injured  by  earthquakes,  which  were  in 
many  instances  located  on  lands  which  were  unsurveyed,  and  the 
question  arose  whether  such  locations  were  valid  under  the  last  clause 
above  cited,  and  this  question  was  submitted  to  the  Attorney  General 
William  Wirt,  who  gave  his  opinion  that  they  were  null  and  void. 

Under  date  of  May  11, 1820,  he  says  (1  Op.  361,  362) : 

1  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  Congress,  in  authorizing  the 
sufferers  '  to  locate  the  like  quantity  of  land  on  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  said 
Territory,  the  sale  of  which  is  authorized  by  law,'  to  change  or  affect  in  any  man- 
ner that  admirable  system  of  location  by  squares,  which  had  been  so  studiously 
adopted  in  relation  to  all  their  territories. 
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Again,  under  date  of  June  19, 1820  (1  Op.,  373,  376),  he  says: 

The  authority  given  is  to  make  these  locations  on  any  of  the  publio  lands  of  t^l&o 
Territory  the  sale  of  which  U  authorized  hy  law.  Bat  the  sale  is  not  authorized  liy  i^-^ 
until  the  sectional  lines  are  run ;  and,  consequently,  all  locations  preirlously  ma/clo 
by  those  sufferers  are  unauthorized.  The  circunistance  of  their  being  located  in  & 
square  is  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  policy  of  the  law ;  for,  although  in  a  squaro, 
they  may  not,  and  most  probably  wiU  not,  quadrate  with  the  sectional  lines  of  tlse 
general  survey,  since  squares  may  lie  to  any  and  to  every  point  of  the  compass — ixo 
two  contiguous  squares  quadrating  together;  whereas  the  sectional  scheme  calls  fox- 
parallel  lines  throughout  the  whole  Territory. 

Under  date  of  June  22, 1820  (2  Laws,  Instructions  and  Opinions,  14), 
he  says,  speaking  of  locations  made  on  unsurveyed  lands: 

The  fundamental  defect  still  remains,  that  the  New  Madrid  locations  were  niado 
on  lands,  the  sale  of  which  was  not  then  authorized  by  law ;  those  locations  were, 
therefore,  made  without  authority  and  are  void,  and  patents,  consequently,  cannolr 
issue  on  them.  The  contemporaneous  survey  of  these  void  locations  with  the  gen- 
eral survey,  and  the  permitting  them  to  produce  the  effect  of  causing  fractions  in 
the  general  survey,  was  unauthorized  by  law.  On  the  law  as  it  stands  I  should  pro- 
nounce the  sales  of  these  fractions  illegal  and  void,  because  the  public  latv,  of  which 
every  one  is  bound  to  to  take  notice,  authorized  no  such  fractions  from  such  a  cause. 
The  sales  ought  to  be  set  aside  and  the  sections  still  subdivided  according  to  law. 

On  July  5, 1820,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  trans- 
mitted to  the  surveyor  general  certain  opinions  of  the  Attorney  General, 
relative  to  locations  made  by  Few  Madrid  claimants,  and  instructions 
relative  to  the  locations  which  have  not  been  made  conformably  to  law. 
'^ Those  locations  may  be  withdrawn  and  relocated,  or  amended  so  as  to 
conform  to  sectional  lines."     (2  Laws,  Instructions,  and  Opinions,  303) 

As  early  as  April  16, 1817,  J.  Meigs  wrote  to  the  surveyor  general  at 
St.  Louis,  relative  to  New  Madrid  claimants,  as  follows: 

They  are  authorized  to  locate  on  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  said  Territoiy, 
the  sale  of  which  is  authorized  by  law.  Certainly  lands  confirmed  to  other  persons  are 
not  of  that  description,  nor  do  I  think  that  lands  which  the  President  has  not 
directed  to  be  prepared  for  sale  can,  with  propriety,  be  considered  of  that  descrip- 
tion.    (2  Laws,  Instructions,  and  Opinions,  816) 

Justice  Bradley,  in  the  Hot  Springs  cases,  snpra^  says  upon  this  sub- 
ject (page  716), 

The  laws  then  were,  as  the  Attorney  General  held  th^m  to  be,  that  nnsurveyed 
lands  were  not  lands  the  sale  of  which  was  authorized  by  law ;  and  as  this  doctrine 
was  received  and  acted  upon  by  the  land  department  of  the  govemmeut;  we  should 
not  feel  authorized  at  this  late  day  to  reverse  it. 

It  follows  that  the  Few  Madrid  location  of  Thomas  Huff,  Jr.,  made 
January  13, 1817,  on  unsurveyed  land,  was  unauthorized  by  law,  and, 
in  the  language  of  Attorney  General  Wirt,  was  "  illegal  and  void,'^  and 
that  the  local  of^cers  had  a  right  to  so  receive  the  law  and  act  upon  it, 
and  therefore  to  allow  the  pre-emption  of  Britton  Williams  on  January 
28, 1820,  of  the  fraction  of  108,36  acres  in  said  SW.  quarter,  and  the 
land  office  was  fuUy  justified  in  iusuing  a  patent  to  David  Burris  for 
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said  south-east  quarter  on  Aagast  31, 1820.  The  land  officers  and  the 
local  officers  in  so  doing  administered  the  law  as  it  then  was,  and  ever 
sinee  has  been  construed. 

But  Congress  came  to  the  aid  of  the  "Sew  Madrid  claimants  and 
passed  the  act  of  April  26, 1822  (3  Stat.,  668),  which  provides  as  fol- 
lows: 

That  the  locationB  heretofore  made  of  warrants  iBsned  under  the  act  of  the  fif- 
teenth (seventeenth)  of  Febraary,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifteen,  entitled 
fAn  act  for  the  relief  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  late  county  of  New  Madrid,  in  the  Mis- 
souri Territory,  who  suffered  by  earthquakes/ if  made  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions 
of  that  act,  in  other  respects,  shaU  be  perfected  into  grants,  in  like  manner  as  if 
they  had  conformed  to  the  sectional  or  quarter-sectional  lines  of  the  public  surveys; 
and  the  sales  of  fhbctions  of  the  public  lands,  heretofore  created  by  such  locations^ 
shall  be  as  valid  and  binding  on  the  United  States  as  if  such  fractions  had  been  made 
by  riverSy  or  other  natural  obstructions. 

But  this  act  did  not  affect  the  location  of  Huff^  the  land  of  which  had 
already  been  appropriated  in  part  to  Burns,  and  the  balance  to  Wil- 
liams.  Interyening  rightSy  which  had  vested  prior  to  the  passage  of 
said  ac%  were  caiyed  out  of  its  operation. 

In  Wilcoz  V.  Jackson  (13  Pet,  498,  513),  the  court  say, — 

That  whensoever  a  tract  of  land  shall  have  once  been  legally  appropriated  to  any 
pnxpose,  from  that  moment  the  land  thus  appropriated  becomes  severed  from  the 
mass  of  public  lands;  and  that  no  subsequent  law,  or  proclamation^  or  sale,  would 
be  construed  to  embrace  it,  or  to  operate  upon  it. 

In  Lytle  v.  Arkansas  (9  How.,  314,  333),  the  court  say, — 

The  claim  of  pre-emption  is  not  that  shadowy  right  which  by  some  it  is  con- 
ridered  to  be.  Until  sanctioned  by  law,  it  has  no  existence  as  a  substantive  right. 
But  when  covered  by  the  law,  it  becomes  a  legal  right,  subject  to  be  defeated  only 
by  a  flEdlure  to  perform  the  conditions  annexed  to  it. 

See  also  Frisbie  v.  Whitney,  9  Wall.,  187;  and  The  Tosemite  Valley 
case,  15  Wall.,  77. 

It  appears  from  the  original  certificate  issued  to  Britton  Williams 
aboye  cited,  that  his  right  of  pre-emption  was  '^  adjudged  in  his  favor," 
on  February  25, 1820,  from  which  judgment  no  appeal  appears  to  have 
been  taken.  This  judgment  must  then  have  disposed  of  the  Huff  claim. 
It  further  appears  that  the  assignees  of  Williams  at  the  date  of  the 
final  certificate  issued  to  them  on  March  28, 1829,  were  also  largely, 
if  not  wholly  the  assignees  of  the  Huff  claim.  The  deeds  showing  the 
chain  of  title  from  Williams  to  the  said  assignees  are  transmitted  with 
the  record,  but  those  deeds  do  not  show  the  chain  of  title  from  Huff, 
but  they  do  show  several  assignments  by  persons  claiming  to  own  the 
Huff  location,  as  if  the  intent  was  to  unite  both  claims  into  one  when 
final  payment  was  made. 

In  view  of  these  assignments,  and  of  the  statement  made  by  the 
eomiselfor  the  appellants,  that  said  <'  land  has  been  held  in  actual  open 
and  notorious  occupancy  by  said  parties  and  their  grantors  for  over 
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seventy  years,"  it  may  well  be  doubted  that  there  are  now  any  claimants 
under  the  Huff  location,  aside  from  the  appellants. 

In  my  opinion  patent  should  issue  on  the  entry  of  Britton  WilliamB. 

Tour  judgment  is  reversed. 


BXPATMENT— DOUBLE  MINIMUM  ULNDS. 

Fbedeeiok  B.  Southwobth. 

The  price  of  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  forfeited  Texas  Pacific  grant  remained  st 
double  minimum  until  the  act  of  March  2,  1889;  and  under  an  entry  made  prior 
to  said  act;  there  is  no  authority  to  repay  any  part  of  said  price. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Jawur- 

ary  2^  1892. 

On  the  4th  of  November,  1890,  application  was.made  to  you,  in  behalf 
of  Frederick  B.  Southworth,  for  repayment  of  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
dollars,  being  the  excess  above  single  minimum  price  paid  by  him  at  the 
Tucson  land  oflBce,  Arizona  Territory,  in  the  purchase  of  the  NEJ  of 
Sec.  27,  T.  8  S.,  R.  22  W.,  on  the  28th  of  December,  1888. 

On  the  8th  of  ITovember,  1890,  you  addressed  a  letter  to  the  attorneys 
making  the  application,  in  which  you  declined  to  recommend  such  re- 
payment. An  appeal  from  your  decision  brings  the  question  before  me 
for  consideration. 

The  twelfth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1871 
(16  Stat.,  573),  granted  certain  lands  to  the  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Oom* 
pany.  On  the  28th  of  February,  1885,  Congress  passed  an  act  (23  Stat, 
337),  which  declared, — 

That  aU  lands  granted  to  the  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company  nnder  ihe  act  of 
Congress  entitled  ''An  act  to  incorporate  the  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and 
to  aid  in  the  constniction  of  its  road,  and  for  other  pnrposes/' approved  March  third| 
eighteen  hnndred  and  seven ty-one,  and  acts  amendatory  thereof  or  sapplemental 
thereto,  he,  and  they  are  herehy,  declared  forfeited,  and  the  whole  of  said  lands  re- 
stored to  the  puhlio  domain  and  made  sahjeot  to  disposal  nnder  the  general  laws  <of 
the  United  States,  as  though  said  grant  had  never  heen  made :  Provided,  That  the 
price  of  the  lands  so  forfeited  and  restored  shall  he  the  same  as  heretofore  fixed  for 
the  even  sections  within  said  grant. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1871,  granting  the  odd  numbered  sections  to 
the  railroad  increased  the  price  of  the  even  sections  to  two  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  per  acre,  and  by  the  forfeiting  act  quoted  above,  this  was 
fixed  as  the  price  for  the  restored  lands,  or  the  odd  sections.  This  re- 
mained the  price  until  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  (25  Stat., 
854)  fixing  the  price  of  all  public  lands  within  the  limits  of  railroad 
grants,  which  should  be  forfeited,  at  the  price  of  $1.25  per  acre. 

Tlie  lands  in  question  were  within  the  limits  of  the  Texas  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company's  grant,  and  the  entry  of  Southworth  was  made 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  last  mentioned.     The  price  which  he 
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paid  was  properly  charged,  and  there  is  no  authority  for  repayment  of 
any  part  of  said  amount.    Texas  Pacific  Grant  (8  L.  D.,  530). 

Your  decision  of  November  8, 1890,  from  which  the  appeal  before  me 
was  taken,  is  approved  and  affirmed. 


lt.VrL.SOAD  GRANT— PB£-£MPTION  FILING^ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  18S7. 

Olb  Halvobson. 

An  unexpired  pre-emption  filing  of  record  at  the  date  when  a  railroad  g^ant  becomes 

effective^  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 
ProoeedingB  for  the  recovery  of  title  are  authorized  where  patent  has  erroneously 

issned  for  lands  excepted  from  a  railroad  grant. 
Prior  to  the  institution  of  suit  for  the  recovery  of  title  in  such  case  a  demand  for 

reconveyance  must  be  made  upon  the  company,  and  this  demand  can  only  be 

directed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Jimuary 

2y  1892. 

On  December  18, 1889,  Ole  Halvorson  through  Hon.  Knute  Nelson, 
filed  in  this  Department  a  petition  representing  that  in  July,  1884,  he 
applied,  at  the  Fergus  Falls,  Minnesota  land  office,  to  make  timber- 
culture  entry  of  the  WW.  J  of  Sec.  13,  T.  134,  E.  46,  basing  his  applica- 
tion ux>on  the  alleged  facts  that  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  grant 
to  the  State  (of  Minnesota)  for  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
Hallway  Qompany,  by  reason  of  the  pre-emption  filing  of  one  Gunder 
M.  Kallor  made  for  said  land  June  22, 1871.  That  a  hearing  was  had 
on  said  application  before  said  local  land  officers  on  the  26th  day  of 
July,  1884,  and  after  the  hearing  the  case  and  testimony  therein  was 
forwarded  to  and  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land 
Office.  That  while  the  case  was  pending  in  the  General  Land  Office 
and  undetermined,  the  land  in  question  was  erroneously  and  through 
mistake  and  inadvertence  on  the  13th  day  of  February,  1889,  patented 
and  conveyed  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  for  and  on  account  of  said 
railway  company,  and  the  said  State  on  the  13th  day  of  March,  1889,  con- 
veyed said  land  to  the  railway  company.  That  on  the  17th  day  of  June, 
1889,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  called  the  attention 
of  the  governor  of  Minnesota  to  this  case  and  the  facts  therein,  and 
requested  the  governor  to  re^onvey  or  procure  the  reconveyance  of  the 
land  to  the  United  States.  That  afterwards  the  governor  of  said  State 
requested  the  railway  company  to  reconvey  and  relinquish  the  land, 
to  the  United  States  for  the  benefit  of  said  Halvorson,  and  the  company 
refused  to  comply  with  said  request.    Upon  these  facts  the  petitioner 

asks  that  a  demand  be  made  upon  said  company  for  a  reconveyance  of 
tbe  land  to  the  United  States  and  in  case  the  company  fails  to  reconvey 

it;  then  that  suit  be  recommended  to  cancel  the  patent  issued  for  said 

tract. 
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Halvorson's  application  was  referred  to  you  for  a  report  and.  nnder 
date  of  September  26^  1890^  you  reported  thereon^  from  which,  it  ap- 
pears  that  on  the  13th  day  of  February,  1889,  a  patent  was  issued  con- 
veying lands  to  the  State  of  Minnesota  on  account  of  the  St.  'Vin* 
cent  Extension  of  the  Manitoba  Eailway  Company  and  by  inadveirteiice 
the  tract  applied  for  by  Halvorson  was  embraced  therein,  his  pending 
appeal  and  the  pre-emption  filing  of  Kallor  haying  been  overlooked. 

The  tract  is  within  the  twenty  mile  indemnity  limits  of  the  gTBut 
made  by  the  act  of  March.  3, 1855  (13  Stat.,  625),  in  aid  of  what  isknovra 
as  the  main  line  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailwajr  ex- 
tending to  Breckenridge. 

The  orders  of  withdrawal  of  indemnity  lands  on  account  of  said  gprant 
have  been  revoked  and  the  lands  not  embraced  in  pending  or  approved 
selections  have  been  restored. 

No  claim  has  ever  been  made  to  the  tract  on  account  of  said  main 
line  and  further  consideration  of  said  grant  is  unnecessary. 

The  tract  is  also  within  the  forty  mile  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  North- 
em  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  but  no  selection  of  said  tract  has  ever 
been  made  on  account  of  that  grant;  the  withdrawal  under  the  grant  to 
this  road  has  been  revoked  and  the  ftirther  consideration  of  the  same 
is  also  unnecessary. 

Upon  the  definite  location,  December  20, 1871,  of  the  St.  Vincent  Ex- 
tension of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railway  company, 
under  the  act  of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  588),  the  tract  came  within 
the  ten-mile  granted  limits  of  said  line.  The  withdrawal  on  account  of 
the  grant  to  this  road  was  ordered  February  6, 1872,  received  at  the 
local  land  office  February  15, 1872.  The  tract  in  question  was  listed 
February  7, 1882,  as  inuring  under  this  grant.  The  rights  of  the  rail- 
way company  under  this  grant  attached,  if  at  all,  on  December  20, 1871, 
the  date  of  the  acceptance  of  its  map  of  definite  location.  At  that  date 
the  filing  of  Kallor  was  intact  upon  the  records.  It  was  unexpired  and 
a  subsisting  claim  and  served  to  except  the  land  covered  thereby  from 
said  grant.  Malone  v.  Union  Pacific  By.  Co.  (7  L.  D.,  13)  j  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  et  ah  v.  John  O.  Miller  (11  L.  D.,  1) ;  Union  Pacific 
By.  Co.  V.  Phillips  (11  L.  D.,  163) ;  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
Bailway  Co.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  (12  L.  D.,  567). 

The  patent  issued  to  said  company  was  therefore  illegally  issued,  and 
I  concur  in  your  recommendation  that  suit  should  be  instituted  to  set 
it  aside,  in  case  the  railway  company  shall  refuse  to  reconvey  the  land 
to  the  United  States.  However,  before  such  suit  can  be  properly  rec- 
ommended it  will  be  necessary  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1887,  (24  Stat.,  556)  to  demand  from  the  railroad  company  a 
reconveyance  of  the  land  embraced  in  said  patent.  The  demand  for 
reconveyance  is  a  statutory  requirement  to  be  made  only  by  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.    Union  Pacific  By.  Co.  (12  L.  D.,  210). 

You  are  accordingly  directed  to  demand  from  the  St.  Paul,  Minneap- 
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oils  and  Manitoba  Bailway  company  (St.  Yincent  Extension)  a  recon 
vey  aiice  of  the  tract  embraced  in  Halvorson's  application  in  accordance 
with  section  two  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and  report  the  action  taken 
thereunder  by  the  company. 

The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  to  be  kept  with  the  files 
in  your  office,  and  in  case  the  railway  company  shall  fail  or  refuse  to 
reconvey  the  land  to  the  United  States,  within  the  time  prescribed  by 
said  act,  you  will  return  them  with  your  report. 


mining  claim— mill  site-section  9887,  b.  8. 
Hecla  Consolidated  Mining  Go. 

The  building  of  a  tram  road,  oi  the  grading  of  the  road  bed  therefor  Is  not  such  a 
nae  or  improvement  of  the  land  as  warrants  the  allowance  of  a  millsite. 

An  application  for  a  millsite  cannot  be  allowed  where  it  appears  that  the  improve- 
ments  are  located  on  the  line  between  twomiU  sites,  without  either  location  pos- 
sessing the  requisite  improvements  independently  of  the  other. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Jcmuary 

2j  1892. 

I  have  examined  the  papers  transmitted  by  your  letters  of  December 
17, 1890,  consisting  of  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  the  Hecla  Con- 
solidated Mining  Company,  organized  under  the  laws  of  Indiana,  with 
its  application  for  a  patent  for  <^The  Everest  Mill-Site  Ko.  1,"  situate  in 
T.  3  S.y  B.  10  W.  Beaver  Head  county,  Montana,  Helena,  Montana,  land 
district,  together  with  a  plat  of  the  survey,  proof  of  notices  properly  ad- 
vertised and  posted,  with  all  the  necessary  proceedings,  including  the 
final  certificates  of  entry,  also  from  the  same  company  like  certificate, 
papers,  and  proof  with  application  for  patent  for  ^'Everest  Mill-Site  No. 
2^  immediately  adjoining  No.  1  on  the  south. 

It  appears  that  when  the  surveys  were  made  the  company  had  ex- 
pended five  hundred  dollars  on  each  site,  according  to  the  certificate 
of  the  surveyor,  but  the  same  had  been  expended  in  grading  half  of  a 
tram- way  road-bed  across  a  portion  of  each  tract  and  about  two  and 
one-half  mUes  long,  worth  two  thousand  dollars.    It  had  expended  no 
money  in  the  erection  of  any  mill  or  works  for  the  reduction  of  ores,  and 
you  held  that  the  building  of  a  tram-road  or  the  grading  of  the  road-bed 
was  not  such  improvement  or  use  of  the  land  as  would  warrant  a 
patent  as  a  mill-site,  and  you  held  the  entries  for  cancellation.    From 
this  action,  the  company,  in  each  case,  appealed.    Your  decisions  were 
certainly  correct  as  the  cases  were  presented,  but  after  your  decisions, 
evidence  was  presented  and  forwarded  to  the  Department  showing 
that  the  surveys  were  preliminary  matters,  and  that  the  company  fol- 
lowed up  this  initial  step  by  erecting  upon  the  ground  surveyed,  in  the 
two  sites,  concentrating  buildings,  crushers,  and  the  various  buildings 


12  DECISIONS   EELATINQ   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

machinery  and  apparatus  for  crushing  and  concentrating  ores,  one  Iialf 
of  these  being  on  each  site. 

I  find  the  same  witnesses  in  both  cases  making  affidavits  containing 
substantially  the  same  statements  in  each  case  as  to  improvements, 
etc.,  locating  the  works  on  the  line  between  the  two  sites  and  crediting 
to  each  one  half  the  cost,  but  not  showing  any  mill  or  reduction  works 
on  either,  independent  of  the  works  on  the  adjoining  site. 

The  law  (Sec.  2337,  Bev.  Stats.)  provides  for  the  issuance  of  patents 
for  mill-sites  to  owners  of  quartz  mills  or  reduction  works,  and  it  limits 
each  location  to  five  acres. 

It  occurs  to  me,  indeed  it  seems  quite  apparent,  that  this  company 
has  erected  only  the  buildiDgs  and  procured  only  the  machinery  neces- 
sary to  one  plant,  and  has  so  located  two  mill  sites  that  this  plant  is  to 
be  in  the  centre  of  a  ten  acre  parcel  of  land  instead  of  being  limited  to 
five  acres.  I  find  from  the  evidence  before  me  that  it  has  expended 
over  forty  thousand  dollars  in  improvements,  but  the  certificate  of  tiie 
surveyor  does  not  mention  them. 

They  appear  to  have  been  made  since  the  survey,  it  being  made  in 
1880,  while  the  application  was  not  filed  until  December  26, 1838.  I  do 
not,  however,  find  from  the  evidence  that  there  is  any  quartz  mill  or 
reduction  works  or  any  buildings  or  machinery  on  either  tract  that  is  or 
can  be  used  as  a  quartz  mill  or  reduction  works  independent  of  the 
other,  as  the  south  line  of  No.  1  being  the  north  line  of  Ko.  2,  runs 
through  the  buildings,  and  whether  there  is  any  engine  or  boilers  or 
crushers  on  either  site  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence. 

But  it  is  the  policy  of  the  government  to  encourage  the  development 
of  her  mines  and  the  investment  of  capital  necessary  to  do  this,  and  it 
may  work  a  hardship  to  cancel  these  entries  outright,  and  in  view  of 
the  facts  stated  in  the  8upx>lemental  affidavits,  I  will  set  aside  your  de- 
cisions and  return  the  cases  to  your  office.  You  will  allow  the  company 
to  show,  if  such  is  the  fact,  by  proper  certificate  of  the  surveyor  general, 
as  required  by  section  2325,  Eevised  Statutes,  and  such  other  evidence 
as  you  may  deem  proper,  that  it  has  a  quartz  mill  or  reduction  works 
upon  either  site,  or  upon  both,  as  contemplated  by  section  2337,  Eevised 
Statutes. 

It  is  not  good  practice  to  consolidate  cases  that  have  separate  rec- 
ords, but  these  cases,  Kos.  10718  and  10719  are,  so  far  as  apx>ears,  so 
in  timately  connected  that  I  cannot  pass  upon  them  separately,  and  I  have 
considered  site  No.  2  with  No.  1,  but  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  company 
has  a  plant  upon  each,  the  records  will  be  kept  separate  and  the  cases 
will  not  be  consolidated.  If  it  shall  appear  ux>on investigation  that  there 
is  but  one  plant  so  situated  and  constructed;  that  it  is  on  neither  site, 
they  will  both  be  canceled,  and  the  company  will  be  allowed  to  make  a 
new  location  of  a  mill-site,  not  exceeding  five  acres,  embracing  such 
quai'tz  mill  and  reduction  works. 
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The  papers  are  herewith  returned.  Both  cases  may  take  the  same 
coarse. 

Upon  receiving  the  evidence  in  the  cases  with  proper  certificates  of 
the  surveyor  general,  you  will  re-adjudicate  thmu  upon.the  lines  herein 
indicated. 


OKLAHOMA  LANI>S-TOW^N8ITB-HOMBSTBAD-«  COSTS. 

KiNGFISHEE  TOWNSITB  V.  FOSSBTT. 

The  fact  that  an  acre  of  land  in  a  qnarter  section  has  been  reserred  for  the  location 
of  a  land  office,  is  not,  in  itself,  sufficient  to  impeach  the  good  faith  of  a  home- 
stead entry  of  sach  qnarter  section. 

The  conunntation  of  a  homestead  entry  under  section  21,  act  of  May  2, 1890,  cannot 
be  allowed,  where  it  is  apparent  that  the  land  covered  thereby  is  intended  for 
townsite  purposes,  and  not  for  agricultural  use. 

Under  section  22  of  said  act  the  homesteader  may  purchase  for  townsite  purposes  such 
legal  sub-divisions  of  his  entry  as  may  be  required  therefor,  and  perfect  title  to 
the  remainder  under  the  homestead  law  on  showing  due  complianoe  therewith. 

In  a  contest  where  no  preference  right  is  claimed  under  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  the 
costs  should  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  rule  55  of  practice. 

9 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Gommiseioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  January 

4j  1892. 

This  case  involves  title  to  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  15,  T.  16  K,  E.  7  W., 
Kingfisher  land  office,  Oklahoma,  embraced  in  homestead  entry  Ko.  5^ 
made  by  W.  D.  Fossett,  April  23, 1889.  The  present  controversy  arose 
npon  an  order  for  a  hearing  contained  in  departmental  decision  of  Octo- 
ber 1, 1889  (11  L.  D.,  330),  and  a  brief  reference  to  the  former  proceed- 
ings in  the  case  is  necessary  to  a  proper  understanding  of  the  matter. 

On  April  23, 1890,  Fossett  and  one  John  H.  Wood  made  homestead 
entries  covering  the  IT.  ^  of  said  section  16,  and  on  May  4, 1889,  the  oc- 
capants  of  the  townsite  of  Eongflsher  made  application  to  enter  said 
tract  for  townsite  purposes. 

Hearing  was  duly  had,  and  upon  the  record  as  made  this  Department 
held,  in  the  decision  of  October  1, 1890-  (supra) : 

First:  Foeeett,  at  the  time  of  making  his  homestead  entry,  was  a  legally  qualified 
homesteader. 

Second :  He  settled  upon  the  said  KW.  1  on  April  22, 1889,  and  prior  to  the  time 
that  a  townaite  was  actnaliy  taken. 

In  considering  the  case  of  Fossett,  ae  he  was  the  first  settler  upon  the  land,  and 
his  settlement  was  foUowed  by  residence  and  improvement,  and  whatever  rights  he 
may  have  acquired  were  properly  held  by  your  office  to  have  attached  at  the  time 
of  his  actual  settlement,  and  not  on  the  following  day,  when  he  made  his  claim  of 
record  at  the  local  office.  His  rights  cannot,  therefore,  be  impaired  by  the  subse- 
qiwnt  occupation,  on  the  same  day,  of  the  land  embraced  in  his  entry  by  the  town- 
Bite  settlers,  and  had  not  the  integrity  of  his  entry  been  impeached  by  said  protest, 
it  is  clear,  that  as  found  by  your  office,  the  same  should  remain  intact. 
I  find,  however,  among  the  papers  before  me,  an  affidavit  made  July  28, 1890,  by  J. 
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P.  Bamard,  one  of  the  said  protestanta  againat  the  withdrawal  of  the  appeal  lece, 
which  charges  coUnsion  between  one  Jillett  (Foasett's  attorney)  the  said  Fossett, 
and  said  mayor  and  connoil,  and  a  few  of  the  occupants  of  said  qnarter-sectionf  and 
to  which  is  annexed  a  paper  purporting  to  he  a  certified  copy  of  an  agreanent^ 
made  May  5, 1890;  by  Fossetfs  said  attorney  and  the  '  townsite  occupants  and  in- 
habitants/ upon  the  said  north-west  quarter,  to  the  effect  that  the  lots  oocnpied  by 
said  parties  would,  upon  the  completion  of  Fossett's  entry  for  a  specified  price,  be 
conveyed  to  him,  '  in  case  no  appeal  is  taken'  from  the  action  of  your  office. 

This  introduces  a  new  element  into  the  case,  indicating  that  Fossett  did  not  make 
his  settlement  in  good  faith  for  homestead  purposes,  but  for  speculation,  which 
should,  in  my  opinion,  be  made  the  subject  of  inquiry,  to  the  end  that  the  yalidity 
of  his  entry  may  be  properly  determined.  Tou  will  accordingly  direct  that  a 
hearing  be  had,  at  which  testimony  will  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining^ 
whether  or  not  he  has  made  or  authorized  any  agreement  for  "the  sale  of  the  lands, 
or  any  part  thereof,  or  whether  he  made  the  entry  for  speculative  purposes  or  in 
good  faith  as  a  homesteader.  Should  it  be  satisfactorily  shown  that  Fossett  has 
made,  or  authorized  any  such  agreement,  or  that  his  entry  was  speculative,  then  his 
entry  must  be  canceled,  otherwise  it  will  stand  subject  to  his  compliance  with  the 
law. 

By  this  decision  the  entry  of  Wood  was  canceled. 

This  hearing  in  relation  to  Fossett's  entry  took  place  at  the  local  office 
in  Kovember  1890,  and  ni>on  the  testimony  the  local  officers  rendered 
their  decision,  December  13, 1890,  recommending  that  the  contest  be 
dismissed,  and  that  the  entry  of  the  defendant  be  held  intact.  In  said 
decision  it  was  found: 

1.  That  the  said  defendant,  William  D.  Fossett,  did  not  make  or  authorize  any 
agreement  for  the  sale  ot  the  lands  covered  by  his  homestead  entry,  or  any  part 
thereof,  in  the  manner  and  upon  the  conditions  named  in  the  affidavit  of  the  said 
protestant,  J,  P.  Barnard. 

2.  That  the  said,  alleged  agreement  between  one  F.  £.  Glllett  and  the  mayor  and 
council  of  Kingfisher,  was  never  accepted  or  executed  by  the  said  mayor  and  counciL 

8.  That  the  homestead  entry  of  the  said  defendant,  William  D.  Fossett,  was  not 
speculative,  but  made  in  good  f^ith  in  compliance  with  the  homestead  laws  governing 
the  settlement  of  Oklahoma. 

Upon  appeal,  your  decision  of  June  3, 1891,  after  reviewing  the  tes- 
timony, sustains  that  of  the  local  office,  and  incidentally  passes  ui>on 
the  question  of  the  apportionment  of  costs  incurred  at  the  trial  of  the 
case,  which  you  held  should  be  governed  by  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
case  of  Milum  v.  Johnson,  10  L.  D.,  625.  You  also  considered  the  com- 
mutation proof  submitted  by  Fossett  June  12, 1890,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  section  21  of  the  Territorial  act,  approved  May  2, 1890  (26  Stat, 
81),  and  as  said  proof  disclosed  the  fact  that  a  portion  of  the  tract  in 
question  was  then  actually  "  occupied  by  townsite  settlers,'^  such  proof 
was  rejected,  and  he  was  required  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  second  proviso  of  the  22d  section  of  said  Territorial  act. 

It  was  further  held  that 

Should  he  desire  to  purchase  a  portion  only  of  said  tract  upon  the  terms  therein 
prescribed,  he  will  be  permitted  to  do  so.  In  that  event,  hewever,  his  entry;  as  to 
the  remaining  portions  of  the  land  covered  thereby,  will  be  canceled* 
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From  your  decision  both  parties  appeal,  the  townsite  from  the  find- 
ing as  to  the  validity  of  Fossetf  s  entry,  and  Fossett  from  the  appor- 
tionment of  costs  and  the  holding  that  in  the  event  that  he  purchase 
only  a  i>ortion  of  the  tract  under  section  22,  as  before  set  forth,  that 
his  entry  must  be  canceled  as  to  the  remainder. 

In  addition  to  the  briefs  filed  in  the  case,  on  oral  argument  was 
granted  upon  the  request  of  the  townsite. 

From  the  foregoing,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  allegations  contained  in 
the  affidavit  by  J.  P.  Barnard  were  the  moving  cause  of  the  investiga- 
tion directed,  and  the  examination  of  the  case  seems  to  have  been  con- 
ducted solely  with  reference  thereto. 

Under  the  order  of  this  Department,  however,  an  opportunity  was 
offered  the  settlers  to  introduce  any  other  evidence  tending  to  show 
speculative  intent  on  the  part  of  Fossett  in  the  making  of  this  entry, 
but  no  such  testimony  was  offered. 

Both  your  office  and  the  local  office  find  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  Fos- 
sett did  not  ent/cr  into  or  authorize  the  agreement  referred  to  in  said 
affidavit,  and  frirther  find  that  his  entry  was  not  speculative,  but  made 
in  good  faith,  and  from  a  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  I  agree 
with  said  findings. 

In  the  oral  argument  herein,  counsel  for  the  townsite  urged  that  its 
case  was  greatly  weakened  by  the  exclusion  of  certain  testimony  on 
the  re-trial  of  the  case,  and  it  was  for  the  first  time  claimed,  that  the 
fact  that  one  acre  had  been  reserved  for  a  land  office  in  this  quarter- 
8ection  was,  under  the  holding  in  the  case  of  Outhrie  townsite  v.  Paine 
et  aL,  12  L.  D.,  653,  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  homestead 
entry  made  for  such  quarter-section  was  for  a  speculative  purpose. 
The  opinion  of  the  local  officers  states  as  follows: 

The  testimony  In  this  case  is  yolaminoiiSi  and  a. large  portion  of  it  is  wholly  ir- 
relevant and  immaterial,  and  conld  only  have  been  admitted  at  all,  under  the  wide 
latitude  that  local  land  officers  are  required  to  extend  to  parties  to  controversies  of 
this  character.  It  has  been  the  aim  of  this  office  to  secure  the  most  thorough  in- 
vestigation of  all  facts,  in  connection  with  this  case,  and  in  keeping  with  this  pur- 
pose witnesses,  especiidly  for  the  plaintiff,  have  been  aUowed  the  greatest  possible 
freedom  in  testifying  as  to  circumstances,  suspicions,  motives,  conclusions,  con- 
versations, rumors,  street-goasip,  etc. 

An  examination  of  the  case  shows  that  a  large  amount  of  irrelevant 
and  inmiaterial  testimony  was  admitted,  and  as  to  that  excluded,  it 
generally  consisted  of  hearsay  testimony  and  such  other  testimony  as 
would  have  been  excluded  in  any  court. 

I  must  therefore  hold  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  conduct  of  the 
case,  and  that  the  charges  made  against  the  entry  havB  not  been  sus- 
tained. 

As  to  the  application  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Outhrie  townsite 
V.  Paine  et  al.  {supra)^  to  the  present  case,  it  seems  that  counsel  has 
imsconstrued  the  holding  in  that  case  by  magnifying  the  effect  of  what 
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was  therein  stated  relative  to  the  reservation  of  a  traet  in  a  quarter- 
section  for  land  office  purposes.    It  is  true  that  it  is  stated  therein  that 

Every  intelligent  person  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  for  the  last  half  century  the 
establishment  of  a  United  States  government  land  office  was  equivalent  to  the  foun- 
dation of  a  town,  or  city,  of  greater  or  less  magnitude;  whenever  a  spot  was 
selected  for  a  land  office,  that  became  the  center  of  population ;  it  became  a  town, 
and  the  land  ceased  to  be  in  a  condition  where  it  could  be  used  for  agriculture,  but 
it  became  valuable  for  townsite  purposes. 

While  the  establishment  of  a  land  office  is  one  of  the  indicia  of  a 
town  which  all  homestead  claimants  are  bound  to  take  notice  of,  yet 
this  idea  is  not  the  pivotal  one  on  which  that  case  turned.  The  fact 
that  an  acre  had  been  reserved  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land  entered  for 
a  land  office  was  but  one  of  the  minor  elements  in  the  ca«e,  and  not 
the  main  point  of  that  decision.  It  was  a  circumstance,  which,  vrhen 
taken  in  connection  with  all  the  other  and  more  important  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances, actions  and  motives  of  the  applicants,  clearly  determined 
their  purpose  and  intent  in  making  the  entries  then  under  consid- 
eration. 

It  will  not  do  to  enlarge  upon  a  single  idea,  or  an  isolated  sentence  to 
rule  upon  the  rights  of  parties,  but  the  case  must  be  considered  as  a 
comprehensive  whole,  in  order  to  arrive  at  an  intelligent  understanding 
of  what  was  decided. 

The  diflference  in  the  two  cases  is  determined  by  the  intent,  design 
and  purpose  of  the  parties  interested,  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  their 
conduct  and  the  circumstances  surrounding  each  ease. 

All  the  testimony  taken  at  the  first  hearing  bearing  upon  the  good 
faith  of  Mr.  Fossett  was  considered  when  the  case  was  first  before  this 
Department.  It  was  then  held  that  he  was  a  qualified  homesteader, 
and  having  first  lawftiUy  appropriated  this  tract  under  the  homestead 
law,  should  not  be  required  to  surrender  his  rights  to  the  claim  of  sub- 
sequent settlement  of  the  townsite  occupants,  unless  he  had  made  the 
contract  referred  to  in  the  affidavit  by  J.  P.  Barnard,  or  that  his  entry 
was  speculative. 

These  questions  were  referred  to  the  local  office  for  trial. 

The  fact  that  an  acre  had  been  reserved  in  the  quarter-section  entered 
by  Fossett  for  a  land  office  was  well  known  to  the  Department  when  the 
case  was  first  considered,  and  had  that  fact  of  its^f  been  considered 
sufficient  upon  which  to  base  a  finding  of  speculative  intent  in  making 
entry  for  such  quarter-section,  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  a 
further  hearing;  indeed,  the  order  for  a  hearing,  when  viewed  in  such 
a  light,  was  unjust,  as  it  could  result  only  in  increasing  the  already 
great  expense  of  tUs  contest. 

The  local  officers,  as  well  as  yourself,  decided  the  case  upon  the  sec- 
ond hearing  in  favor  of  the  entryman,  finding,  a«  before  stated,  that 
Fossett  did  not  enter  into  or  authorize  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the 
affidavit  by  J.  P.  Barnard,  and  that  his  entry  was  not  speculative,  but 
made  in  good  faith. 
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From  a  careM  review  of  the  whole  matter^  I  do  not  feel  justified  in 
distorbing  your  conclusions. 

But  a  small  portion  of  this  tract  is  actually  occupied  by  townsite  set- 
tlers, and  they  do  not  appear  to  have  been  encouraged  in  going  upon  the 
land  by  Fossett. 

It  would  seem  that  this  is  a  case  clearly  under  the  second  proviso  to 
section  22  of  the  act  of  Congress^  approved  May  2, 1890  {8upra)y  which 
provides: 

That  in  case  any  lands  in  said  Teiritoiy  of  Oklahoma,  wbioh  may  be  oconpied  and 
filed  upon  as  a  homestead,  under  the  provisions  of  the  law  applicable  to  said  Terri- 
tory, by  a  person  who  is  entitled  to  perfect  Ms  title  thereto  tinder  snch  laws,  are 
required  for  townsite  pnrposes,  it  shaU  be  lawfal  for  such  person  to  apply  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  purchase  the  lands  embraced  in  said  homestead  or  any 
part  thereof  for  town-site  purposes.    He  shall  file  with  the  application  a  plat  of  snob 
proposed  to'vimsite,  and  if  snch  plat  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Into* 
lior,  he  shall  issue  a  patent  to  such  person  for  land  embraced  in  said  townsite,  upon 
the  payment  of  the  sum  of  ten  doUars  per  acre  for  all  the  lands  embraced  in  such 
town-site,  except  the  lands  to  be  donated  and  maintained  for  public  purposes  as 
provided  in  this  section.    And  the  sums  so  received  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shaQ  be  paid  over  to  the  proper  authorities  of  the  municipalities  when  organized,  to 
be  used  by  them  for  school  purposes  only. 

In  the  case  of  Orlando  Townsite  v.  HyseU  et  oL  (13  L.  D.,  99),  it  was 
held  that  the  commutation  of  an  entry  under  section  21,  act  of  May  2, 
1^90,  can  not  be  allowed  where  it  is  apparent  that  the  land  covered 
hereby  is  intended  for  townsite  purposes  and  not  for  agricultural  use. 
Under  section  22,  of  said  act,  a  homestead  entryman  may  purchase  for 
townsite  purposes  such  legal  subdivisions  of  his  entry  as  may  be  re- 
quired therefor,  and  perfect  title  to  the  remainder  under  the  homestead 

laws  on  showing  due  compliance  therewith. 
The  rejection  of  Fossett^s  proof  was  therefore  proper,  and  he  will  be 

required  to  proceed  as  above  indicated. 

The  Kingfisher  townsite  application  for  the  tract  covered  by  Fossett^s 
entry  will  therefore  stand  rejected. 

This  disposes  of  all  questions  between  the  parties,  except  the  matter 
of  the  apportionment  of  costis. 

This  is  not  a  contest  where  any  one  is  claiming  a  preference  right  of 
entry  under  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  and  rule  55  of  practice,  provides: 
^^In  other  contested  cases  each  parly  must  pay  the  costs  of  taking  tes- 
timony upon  his  own  direct  and  cross  examination." 

This  was  the  rule  followed  in  the  case  of  MHum  v,  Johnson  (8upra)y 
to  which  yon  refer,  and  is,  I  think,  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

Tour  decision  is  therefore,  with  the  above  modification,  affirmed. 
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BAILBOAD  LANDS-SECTION  4,  ACT  OF  MARC*H  8,  1887. 

Drake  et  al.  v.  Button. 

One  who  has  contracted  to  sell  land  purchased  from  a  railroad  company,  to  which 
title  subsequently  fails,  is  a  proper  party  to  perfect  title  under  section  4,  act 
of  March  3, 1887,  in  order  that  he  may  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

The  right  of  a  purchaser  from  a  railroad  company  to  perfect  title  under  said  section, 
is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  said  purchaser  is  the  president  of  the  company, 
and  trustee  for  the  bond  owners  who  hold  a  mortgage  on  the  lands  of  tlie  com- 
pany, where  there  is  no  evidence  of  bad  faith  or  advantage  on  the  part  or  eaid 
purchaser  as  against  the  company  or  said  bond  owners. 

The  right  of  a  purchaser  from  a  railroad  company  to  perfect  title  under  said  section 
is  intended  to  cover  cases  where  the  lands  were  unearned  under  the  grant,  ajid 
erroneously  patented  or  certified. 

Secretary  Ifoble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

2^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  E.  F.  Drake  and  E.  W.  Sargent  v.  A. 
G.  Button,  on  appeal  by  Drake  from  your  decision  of  July  1,  1889, 
holding  that  Ms  purchase  waa  void,  as  made  from  the  Sioux  City  and 
St.  Paul  Eailroad  Company,  of  lots  No.  1  and  4  and  E.  J  of  SE.J,  SE.J 
of  KE.i,  Sec.  34,  T.  93  N.,  E.  48  W.,  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  Land  District 

The  record  in  the  case  may  be  stated  briefly  as  follows:  These  lauds 
are  a  part  of  the  lands  yrhich  were  patented  to  the  State  of  Iowa  Jane 
17, 1873  under  the  a<5t  of  May  12, 1864  for  the  Sioux  City  and  St.  Paul 
Eailroad  Company.  They  were  held  by  the  State,  in  trust  for  the  com- 
pany, until  1887,  when  they  were,  upon  the  adjustment  of  the  grant  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  United  States  supreme  court,  re- 
conveyed  to  the  government  by  the  governor  of  Iowa.  They  were,  on 
September  12, 1887,  restored  to  the  public  domain  and  opened  to  entry 
by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (6  L.  D.,  47). 

On  March  5, 1888,  Button  made  homestead  entry  for  lot  1  and  SB.  \ 
of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  31^  being  part  of  said  tracts. 

On  December  7, 1887,  E.  F.  Drake  made*an  application  for  patent  for 
the  lands  first  herein  described,  under  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  656)  supporting  the  same  by  affi- 
davits tending  to  show  his  right  thereto. 

It  appears  that  prior  to  the  receipt  of  this  application  by  your  office, 
it  was  in  receipt  of  letters  from  E.  W.  Sargent  who  claimed  to  be  the 
owner  of  said  land,  and  soon  thereafter  of  a  letter  from  L.  Harrison, 
Esq.,  attorney  for  Button,  claiming  part  of  the  land  for  his  client  by 
virtue  of  his  homestead  entry,  and  your  office,  on  June  22, 1888,  or- 
dered a  hearing  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  accordingly,  and  all  parties  having  been  noti- 
fied, appeared  at  the  local  office  on  September  27, 1888,  and  the  testi- 
mony having  been  taken,  the  local  officers  disagreed  in  their  concla- 
sions  of  law  and  iskct.    The  register  found  that  Drake  was  a  purohaaer 
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in  good  &ithy  and  Sargent  had  not  purchased  said  lands  of  the  com- 
pany,  while  the  receiver  found  that  Drake  was  acting  in  the  capacity 
of  ^^  president  of  the  (railroad)  company,  and  was  a  trustee  in  the  mat- 
ter," and  that  his  purchase  was  void,  and  that  he  haying  agreed  to  sell 
the  land  to  Sargent,  that  this  agreement  was  also  void. 

On  July  1, 1889,  your  of&ce,  upon  consideration  of  the  case,  found 
that  Drake  was  a  director  and  president  of  the  railroad  company,  and 
also  trustee  for  the  bond  owners  in  the  mortgage  made  to  secure  the 
bonds,  and  that  as  a  matter  of  law,  his  purchase  was  void  ab  initio. 

You  found  that  his  knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  land,  its  legal 
status,  etc.,  was  such  that  he  could  not  be  a  bona  Me  purchaser,  upon 
whom  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  confers  the  right  to  a  patent,  and  that 
if  he  were  such,  that  he  had  sold  to  Sargent,  and  that  Sargent  was  the 
proper  party  to  the  case,  and  that  Drake  had  no  right  to  a  patent. 
From  this  ruling  and  decision,  Drake  appealed. 

The  testimony  shows  that  this  land  in  controversy  was  within  the  in- 
demnity limits  of  the  grant  to  said  Sioux  Oity  Bailroad  Company.  It 
was  selected  in  lieu  of  land  lost  in  place.  The  selection  was  approved 
by  the  register  and  receiver  at  Sioux  Oity  land  oflftce,  and  affirmed  by 
the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  and  on  June  17, 1873,  was  patented  to  the 
State  of  Iowa  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Sioux  City  and  St.  Paul  EaUroad  Oompany. 

The  railroad  company  had  an  officer  known  as  its  ^^  Land  Commis- 
sioner" who  was  charged  with  the  duties  of  selling  its  lands,  selecting 
lieu  lands  and  looking  generally  to  the  interest  of  the  company  in  the 
matter  of  the  lands  granted  to  it.  The  company,  it  appears,  bonded 
the  road  and  its  granted  land  to  raise  money  to  build  the  road,  and  all 
ita  lauds  were  mortgaged  to  secure  the  bonds.  Two  persons  were  made 
trustees  for  the  bond  holders.  By  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  the  lands 
held  by  the  company  were  to  be,  by  its  commissioner,  sold  firom  time  to 
time,  and  upon  the  sale  of  any  tract,  the  purchase  money  was  to  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  the  bonds,  and  when  so  applied,  the  trustees  were 
authorized  to  release  the  specified  tract. 

Elias  F.  Drake  was  a  director  and  president  of  this  corporation  from 
1871  to  date  of  hearing  herein.  He  and  Alexander  H.  Eice  were  named 
as  ti-ustees  for  the  bond  owners  and  Edward  Berreau  was  land  com- 
missioner of  the  company  in  1876. 

On  October  25, 1875,  Drake  bought  of  the  railroad  company  through 
said  land  commissioner,  lots  1  and  4  and  E.  ^  of  SE.  i  and  SE.  ^  of  NE. 
J  of  Sect.  31,  T.  93  K,  E.  48  W.  5  P.  M.,  at  and  for  the  consideration  of 
Jl,400,  and  paid  the  purchase  money  which  was  applied  on  the  bonds, 
and  the  lands  were  released  from  the  mortgage.  He  took  a  memoran- 
dum of  agreement  from  the  company,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the 
money  and  binding  it  to  make  a  deed  to  him,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  upon 
request,  at  the  land  offlioe  of  the  company.  Afterward,  the  board  of 
directors  approved  the  sale  and  a  warranty  deed  was  executed  and 
deliyered  to  Drake. 
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On  December  3, 1875,  Drake  made  an  agreement  with  E.  'W.  Sargent, 
by  which  he  obligated  himself  to  convey  to  Sargent  the  said  lands  for 
$2,000,  he  to  pay  $200  of  principal,  and  $126  interest  in  advance  on  the 
deferred  payments,  the  remaining  $1,800  to  be  paid  in  six  annual  pay- 
ments of  $300  each  with  seven  per  cent  interest,  payable  December  3d 
of  each  year. 

It  was  stipulated  that  Sargent  should  take  immediate  possession  of 
the  land,  and  he  was  to  pay  the  taxes  thereon,  and  have  the  use  of  it, 
and  if  he  failed  to  make  the  payments,  any  improvements  placed  upon 
the  land  were  to  remain.  The  payments  were  to  be  made  punctually 
and  strictly  according  to  the  letter  of  the  agreement,  <Hhe  time  of  pay- 
ment being  of  the  essence  of  this  contract,"  anduiK)n  full  payment,  Drake 
was  to  make  a  deed  for  the  premises. 

Afterward,  to  wit,  February  14, 1879,  Sargent  having  made  no  further 
payment,  a  modification  of  said  contract  was  made  in  writing  as  a  part 
of  the  agreement,  by  which  it  wasstipnlated  that  as  the  State  of  Iowa  had 
not  made  a  deed  to  the  railroad  company,  grantor  of  Drake,  the  Ume8 
of  payment  of  the  several  installments  should  be  suspended,  and  the 
debt  should  not  draw  interest  until  such  time  as  the  railroad  company 
should  receive  a  deed  for  the  land,  at  which  time  the  payments  were  to 
eommence  drawing  interest  and  time  should  then  begin  to  run  on  the 
contract. 

There  has  been  much  contention  about  the  lands  granted  by  the  act 
of  May  12, 1864  (13  Stat.,  72)  and  the  Sioux  City  and  St.  Paul  Railroad 
Oompany  and  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railroad  Company 
had  a  suit  in  court,  involving  the  title  to  the  lands  granted  each  by 
said  act,  which  suit  was  finally  decided  by  the  United  States  supreme 
court  in  March,  1886  (117  U.  S.,  406).  The  roads  of  these  two  com- 
panies cross  each  other,  and  the  litigation  arose  out  of  the  respective 
elaims  of  the  companies  to  the  lands  within  the  overlapping  limits  of 
the  grants. 

Upon  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  of  the  court,  the  governor'  of 
Iowa  reconveyed  to  the  United  States  43,647.63  acres  of  land,  including 
the  land  in  controversy,  that  had  been  erroneously  patented  to  the  State 
in  trust  for  said  Sioux  City  and  St.  Paul  Railroad  Company,  and  on 
July  26, 1887,  Secretary  Lamar,  in  a  letter  to  Commissioner  Sparks,  dis- 
cussed the  matter  at  length,  and  it  is  unnecessary,  at  this  time,  to  go 
into  a  history  of  the  grant  or  the  several  phases  of  that  case.  It  will 
suffice  to  say  that  by  said  letter  it  was  directed  that  the  land  so  ro- 
conveyed  be  thrown  open  to  settlement  and  entry. 

By  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556)  it  was 
provided,  inter  alia^ 

That  as  to  aU  lands  except  those  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  section,  which  h^rtf 
been  so  erroneously  certified  or  patented  as  aforesaid  and  which  have  been  sold  by 
the  grantee  oompany  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  ....  the  person  or  p®^' 
sons  so  pniehasijig  in  good  fiftith,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shaU  be  entitled  to  the  lan^ 
•o  pmchaoed,  upon  making  proof  of  the  faot  of  pnrohase  at  the  proper  land  offlo^ 
•to. 
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I>rake  claims  that  under  this  section  of  this  statute,  he  is,  upon  the 
facts  shown,  entitled  to  a  patent  for  the  lands  in  controversy. 

The  contract  between  Drake  and  Sargent  was,  by  agreement  of  the 
parties,  suspended  until  Drake's  title  should  be  completed,  and  this 
application  by  Drake  is  evidently  made  for  the  purpose  of  placing  him 
in  a  position  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  that  contract.  Under  these 
drcomstances,  I  think  Drake  should  be  considered  a  proper  party  to 
perfect  title  under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

You  hold  that  as  Drake  was  a  director  and  president  of  the  railroad 
company,  he  could  not  be  a  purchaser,  because  he  was  a  trustee,  the 
corporation  beiug  cestui  que  trusty  and  in  support  of  this  view,  you  quote 
from  Perry  on  Trusts  (par.  207,  p.  249)  as  follows : 

Contracts  of  trustees  are  of  two  classes.  One  class  consists  of  contracts  made  by 
trustees  with  themselves  or  with  a  board  of  trustees  or  directors  of  wbicb  they  are 
members.  These  contracts  are  void  from  the  fact  no  man  can  contract  with  him- 
self. .  .  .  The  other  class  of  contracts  is  where  a  trustee  contracts  with  the  oes* 
tui  que  trust  or  a  third  person.  (You  say)  It  is  clear,  I  think  that  he  was  of  the  class 
first  mentioned  and  that  his  parohase  was  void  al  initio. 

It  is  very  questionable  whether  Drake  was  of  the  first  class. 
The  author  adds  to  the  matter  quoted  by  your  office,  as  follows : 

These  contracts  are  not  Yoid,  as  where  a  director  makes  a  purchase  of  property 
from  the  corporation  itself  acting  independent  of  the  directors  the  contract  is  not 
void  but  the  same  rules  apply  that  apply  to  other  trustees  purchasing  of  the  cestui 
que  trust  The  borden  is  upon  the  trustee  to  viBdioate  the  transaction  from  all  8U»> 
pidon. 

InAngell  and  Ames  on Gorporations  (10  Ed.,  Sect.  233),  it  is  said: 

By  the  common  law  and  by  the  civil  code,  too,  as  a  corporation  aggregate  may 
contract  witih  persons  who  are  not  members  so  it  may  contract  with  persons  who  are 
members  of  it  and  the  contract  is  not  on  this  aeooont  invalid  (Note  13  Mass.,  406,  4 
Blackf.,  267-15  Vt.,  522.) 

And  though  the  member  of  the  corporation  be  also  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  cor- 
poration it  would  seem  that  this  would  not  incapacitate  him  from  contracting  with 
it,  ...  in  a  case  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  gross  partiality  in  the  con* 
tract  as  amounts  to  fraud  (Note  19  Yt.,  191-18  Vt.,  409). 

In  Bnell  v.  Buckingham  (16  Iowa,  284, 86  Am.,  516)  three  directors  of 
a  corporation,  being  a  msyority  of  the  board,  sold  to  one  of  their  num- 
ber (Buell)  a  mill  belonging  to  the  corporation.  Certain  creditors,  upon 
judgments  obtained  against  the  corporation,  levied  ux>on  the  mill  and 
sought  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the  cor- 
poration to  Buell. 

The  court  said : 

There  is  no  showing  of  any  actual  fraud  on  the  part  of  Elijah  Buell,  in  liis  pur- 
chase of  the  property  from  the  board  of  directors  .  .  .  The  rule  is  well  settled, 
that  a  purchase  of  property  by  a  trustee  of  his  cestui  que  trust  is  not  void  in  equity 
but  only  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  A  court  will  scrutinize  such 
a  ttaasaotion  oloaely  and  wiU  not  only  set  it  aside  for  fraud,  but  wiU  do  so  upon  a 
Tsry  lUght  showing  of  advantage,  or  bad  faith. 
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Judge  Dillon  in  a  separate  opinion  said : 

The  purchase  ....  is  free  from  any  taint  of  aotualfrancL  .  •  •  .  Being 
an  officer  in  the  corporation  did  not  depiive  Bnell  of  the  right  to  enter  into  competi- 
tion with  other  creditors,  and  mn  a  race  of  diligence  with  them,  ayailiii^  himself  in 
the  contest  of  his  superior  knowledge,  and  the  advantage  of  his  position  to  obtain 
security  for  the  payment  of  his  debt.  .  .  .  The  act  of  Buell  was  not  leg^Uy  or 
oonstructively  fraudulent  in  consequence  of  his  being  an  officer  or  member  of  the 
corporation.    See  Whitwell  v.  Warner  20  Vt.  425  444;  AngeU  and  Ames  Sect.  390— 

Sargent  v.  Webster  13  Metcalf  497 — ^Ist  Spears  Equity  562 No^w  the  pur. 

chase  of  property  by  an  agent  or  trustee  or  by  any  person  acting  in  a  fiduciary  ca- 
pacity is  not  void  ah  origine  and  absolutely.  It  is  yoidable  only.  It  is  yalid  in  equity 
as  well  as  law,  unless  the  parties  interested  repudiate  it,  or  complain  of  it;  etc 

A  great  number  of  anthorities  are  cited  in  support  of  this  doctrine. 
This  is  in  accordance,  too,  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Tiffany  and 
BuUard  in  their  Law  of  Trusts  and  Trustees.    On  page  553,  they  say 

The  contract  must  be  one  in  which  there  is  no  fraud,  no  concealment  of  informa- 
tion acquired  by  him  in  his  character  as  trustee,  and  no  other  advantage  taken. 

It  thus  appears  to  be  well  settled  that,  notwithstanding  the  relations 
of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  existed  between  Drake  and  the  corpora- 
tion, yet  if  the  purchase  was  absolutely  free  from  any  taint  of  fraud, 
it  should  be  upheld.    Being  yoidable  only,  for  some  reason  other  than 
the  simple  fact  of  the  fiduciary  capacity  in  which  Drake  stood,  some 
reason  must  be  assigned  other  than  that,  and  some  facts  proven  reflect- 
ing in  some  way  upon  the  bona  fides  of  the  transaction.    iN'othing  is 
charged  or  proven  or  attempted  to  be  proven  that  even  tends  to  show 
fraud  or  deceit  or  overreaching  by  Drake  in  the  purchase.    For  aught  that 
appears,  he  paid  the  listed  price  for  the  land,  what  any  one  could  have 
bought  it  for,  and  probably  all  it  was  at  the  time  worth,  the  purchase 
money  ($1,400.00)  was  applied  upon  the  bonded  indebtedness  of  the  com- 
pany.   The  bondholders  are  making  no  complaint,  nor  charging  their 
trustees,  Drake  and  Bice,  with  any  laches,  so  I  do  not  see  that  Drake's 
trusteeship  for  the  bondholders  cuts  any  figure  in  the  case. 

When  the  lands  which  had  been  certified  to  the  State  in  trust  for  the 
comqany  reverted  to  the  government  by  the  reconveyance  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  Iowa,  they  came  free  from  incumbrance,  unless  incumbered  by 
a  sale  made  by  the  company,  to  a  purchaser  in  good  faith,  while  they 
were  held  by  the  State,  for  while  they  were  so  held  by  the  State,  the 
equitable  title  was  in  the  corporation,  and  it  could  sell  its  equity  to  any 
one.  The  purchaser,  of  course,  would  take  only  such  equitable  title  as 
the  company  had,  subject  to  its  infirmities,  but  Oongress  came  to  the 
relief  of  purchasers  in  good  faith,  and  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  supra 
so  far  protected  their  equities  as  to  give  them  a  right  to  perfect  their 
titles,  notwithstanding  the  failure  of  the  title  of  their  grantor. 

It  is  said  in  your  decision  that  the  position  he  occupied,  his  relation 
to  the  company  and  these  lands,  would  enable  him  to  know  all  about 
the  status  of  the  land,  that  it  was  liable  to  forfeiture,  etc.,  and  you  say 
<^  Drake  was  not  the  innocent  bona  fide  purchaser  contemplated  by  said 
aot  and  is  not  entitled  to  a  patent  thereunder." 
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It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  at  the  time  of  Drake's  purchase 
(1876)  the  question  of  how  much  land  this  company  would  receive  was 
not  settled,  in  fs^t  at  that  time  it  had  scarcely  been  discussed.  The 
tracts  within  the  limits  of  this  grant  overlapping  the  limits  of  the  grant 
to  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  were  in  dispute.  What  it 
'wonld  lose  in  place  or  m  the  indemnity  limits  was  unknown,  and  it  was 
not  known  whether  the  tract  it  might  lose  here  would  be  made  up  by 
other  lands  so  as  to  make  good  the  one  hundred  sections  for  each  ten 
miles  of  road  constructed,  as  provided  by  the  granting  act,  and  it  was 
not  until  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  1886  that  any  one  knew 
tbe  status  of  the  lands  patented  to  the  State  in  trust  for  the  railroad 
company.  This  want  of  knowledge  caused  the  local  officers,  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  mistake 
the  number  of  acres  that  it  was  entitled  to,  and  it  will  not  do  to  hold 
Drake  to  a  degree  of  knowledge  it  was  impossible  for  any  one  to 
•obtain. 

In  1874,  the  legislature  of  Iowa  authorized  and  directed  the  governor 
of  Iowa  to  certify  to  the  Sioux  City  and  St.  Paul  Eailroad  Company 
"  any  and  all  lands  which  are  now  held  by  the  State  of  Iowa  in  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  said  company."  It  is  quite  difficult  to  see  how  Drake's 
position  as  president  of  the  company  could  enable  him  to  foresee  the  end 
of  litigation  not  yet  begun  and  the  results  of  objections  to  the  title  to 
this  land,  which  objections  had  not  been  made,  much  less  could  he  pre- 
dict the  action  of  Congress  in  relation  to  the  lands  involved. 

Your  decision  is  founded  in  part  upon  the  fact  that  this  land  is  south 
of  fche  terminal  line  even  of  the  fifty-six  and  one-fourth  miles  of  con- 
structed road,  and  that  no  rights  could  attach  to  the  land,  and  that  the 
land  was  liable  to  forfeiture  at  any  time  after  the  company's  failure  to 
build  the  line  of  road,  within  the  ten  years'  limitation.  This  being 
granted,  the  ten  years  had  not  expired  when  Drake  purchased  the  land, 
as  the  State  did  not  accept  the  grant  and  provide  the  necessary  legis- 
lation for  canying  out  the  act  of  Congress,  until  in  September,  1866. 
Furthermore,  this  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1887  was  passed  to  meet 
cases  where  the  lands  were  unearned  and  had  been  ^^  erroneously  certi- 
fied or  patented."  If  this  land  had  been  earned  by  the  company,  and 
its  rights  had  so  attached  that  it  was  not  liable  to  forfeiture,  this  action 
would  never  have  been  instituted,  so  I  do  not  consider  the  fact  that  the 
land,  on  final  adjustment  of  the  grant,  was  found  to  be  outside  of  the 
terminal  line,  and  that  it  had  not  been  earned  and  was  therefore  errone- 
ously conveyed  to  the  State  of  Iowa,  affects  the  rights  of  Drake,  under 
the  statute. 

The  entryman.  Button,  is  not  in  position  to  complain.  He  had  lived 
with  his  father  several  years  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of,  and  knew 
Sargent  was  in  possession  of  the  land  which  he  (Button)  entered.  He 
hiev  Sargent  lived  on  a  "forty"  adjoining,  and  that  he  had  broken 
nart  of  ^^  iBkiiA  in  controversy  and  claimed  to  own  it  by  purchase  from 
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Drake,  and  he  went  upon  it  in  disregard  of  Sargent's  rights,  i^liatever 
tiiey  might  prove  to  be. 

I  have  carefally  examined  the  entire  record  and  the  dedaions  bear- 
ing upon  the  questions  which  have,  from  time  to  time,  affected  the 
status  of  the  lands,  and  fully  considered  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
I  do  not  ^d  anything  that  justifies  me  in  refusing  Drake  a  patent  fair 
the  land  he  bought  and  paid  for,  nor  do  I  find  any  breach  of  good  faith 
toward  the  company,  of  which  he  was  the  president,  or  the  bondhold- 
ers for  whom  he  was  trustee,  nor  that  he  overreached,  deceived  or  de- 
frauded the  company  in  making  the  contract  through  its  ^^  laoid  com- 
missioner." I  am  therefore  compelled  to  disagree  with  your  findiug^^  (^ 
fact  and  conclusions  of  law. 

Your  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  Drake  will  be  allowed  a 
patent  for  the  laud  by  him  purchased,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute. 


SCHOOL  LANDS— INDEMNITY  SELECTION. 

Bush  v.  The  State  of  Washington. 

Where  a  misdescriptiou  of  lands  taken  as  school  indemnity  occurs  throngh  mistake 
of  the  selecting  agent,  and  the  error  is  corrected  by  the  local  office,  so  as  to 
properly  describe  the  lands  intended  to  be  selected,  and  the  State  ratifies  such 
action  prior  to  the  intervention  of  an  adyerse  claim,  the  selection  will  not  bo 
disturbed. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  Janwsrif 

4j  1892. 

On  April  21,  1890,  George  S.  Bush  made  application  to  file  a  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  for  the  E.  J,  NW.  J  and  B.  J,  S W.  J,  Sea 
2,  T.  31  K.,  R.  1  E.,  Seattle,  Washington. 

The  same  was  refiised  by  the  register  "  for  the  reason  that  the  tract 
applied  for  is  embraced  in  list  No.  4  of  indemnity  school  selections.'' 
Upon  appeal,  you,  by  your  decision  of  June  14,  1890,  affirmed  that 
judgment  and  he  brings  this  appeal  there&om,  assigning  the  following 
grounds  of  error: 

1.  In  deciding  that  said  tract  is  embraced  in  list  No.  4  of  indemnity  school  selec- 
tions. 

2.  In  deciding  that  the  tract  in  question  was  '' intended  to  be  selected"  as  in- 
demnity school  land. 

S.  In  deciding  that  list  No.  4  is  a  valid  selection  so  as  to  reserve  the  land  therein 
enumerated  from  settlement. 

4.  In  deciding  that  the  officers  of  the  land  office  have  power  to  make  indemnity 
school  selections. 

The  facts,  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  are  as  follows: 
On  October  22, 1870,  S.  D.  Howe,  on  behalf  of  the  commissioners  of 
Island  county,  filed  list  No.  4  of  indemnity  school  selections  in  the 
Olympia  (now  Seattle)  land  district.    On  the  same  day  the  register  and 
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receiver  certlfled  that  the  ^^  selections  are  correct,  and  that  there  are  no 
adverse  interests  conflicting  therewith.'' 

Ko  objection  is  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the  basis,  and  it  is  shown 
that  the  deficiency  in  the  township  is  six  hundred  and  forty  acres.  The 
Belections  to  make  good  this  deficiency  were  lots  1^  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  the 
TV.  J  of  E.  J  of  Sec.  2,  T.  31  K,  E.  1  E.;  tiie  S.  J  of  NE.  J;  the  KE.  J 
of  NB.  I  of  Sec.  3,  in  same  township,  and  lot  Ko.  1,  NW.  J  of  ^B.  J  in 
Sec.  6y  also  in  same  township. 

There  is  no  technical  W.  ^  of  E.  ^  of  Sec.  2,  since  that  area  is  in  part 
covered  by  the  donation  claim  of  John  Keineth,  which  extends  29.43 
chains  west  of  the  eastern  line  of  the  section.  That  part  of  the  W.  i  ot 
E.  J  of  Sec.  2,  not  covered  by  Keineth's  donation  claim,  is  surveyed  as 
lots  2,  3,  4ty  and  5,  which,  as  above  seen,  were  selected  in  list  4. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  agent  made  a  mistake  in  the  description  of 
the  selected  lands,  since  the  W.  i  of  the  E.  ^  of  Sec.  2  (had  the  lines  of 
the  public  sui-vey  been  regularly  run)  embraces  all  of  lots  2,  3,  4,  and  5, 
and  thus  the  selections  of  said  lots  and  the  said  W.  i  of  the  E.  i  were 
made  to  cover  in  part  the  same  land.  It  appears,  however,  that  the 
register  and  receiver  discovered  the  mistake  prior  to  the  time  Bush  filed 
his  application,  and  had  noted  on  the  plat  books  the  lands  selected  in 
Sec.  2  as  lots  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5,  and  the  W.  i  of  that  section. 

While  there  was  some  irregularity  in  thus  making  the  selection,  yet, 
inasmuch  as  the  error  of  the  selecting  agent  was  at  most  a  clerical  one, 
and  since  it  is  manifest  that  he  intended  to  select  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, and  since  the  lands  were  selected  as  indemnity  for  lands  lost  in 
place  to  the  State,  and  the  State  intended  to  so  select  and  acquiesced 
in  and  ratified  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  prior  to  the  date  of  this 
application,  their  action  should  be  held  to  be  that  of  the  State. 
The  decision  appealed  from  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


pbe-bmption-8econb  ftling. 
Fbai^k  Mitchell. 

A  second  pre-emption  fiUng  may  be  aUowed  where  the  flist  was  abandoned  on 
accoont  of  threats  and  actual  violence. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  OfficSy  January  5, 1891. 

m 

Frank  Mitchell  has  api)ealed  from  your  decision  of  October  12, 1889, 
affirming  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  final  proof  based 
upon  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement,  No.  8300,  for  the  W.  J  of 
the  SW.  i,  the  SE.  J  of  the  SW.  J,  and  tlie  SW.  J  of  the  SE.  i,  of  Sec.  9, 
T.  3  S.,  E.  31  E.,  Le  Grand  district,  Oregon. 

The  ground  of  said  rejection  was  that  he  had  made  a  former  pre- 
emption filing,  in  Union  county,  in  said  State. 
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He  admits  the  fact,  but  contends  that  he  was  justified  in  abandoning 
his  former  claim.    He  states,  under  oath: 

I  built  a  house  on  the  same,  did  some  fencing,  established  an  actaal  residence 
thereon,  and  so  resided  for  abont  eight  months ;  tiiat  during  such  residence  I  waa 
told  by  several  stock-men  in  the  neighborhood  that  sheep  andsheep-herders  were  not 
allowed  there,  and  the  best  thing  I  could  do  was  to  get  out;  (I  had  my  own  sheep, 
grazed  them  on  my  own  place,  and  they  molested  no  one).  A  few  days  afterward, 
when  coming  to  my  house  on  the  claim  I  found  a  notice  posted  on  the  door 
which  read,  "  Mr.  Sheep-herder,  you  leave  these  premises— they  are  occupied  f  I 
paid  no  attention  to  it,  having  been  before  threatened  several  times.  On  the  third 
day  after  seeing  this  notice  I  returned  to  my  house— or  where  my  house  had  been— 
and  found  the  same  entirely  destroyed,  with  everything  I  owned  in  the  world.  .  . 
.  .  .  Beginning  to  be  alarmed,  and  knowing  my  life  was  not  safe,  I  started  thai 
night  with  my  sheep  and  traveled  over  four  mUes  through  the  mountains,  to  seek 
safety,  shelter,  and  food,  and  was  advised  by  '^ knowing  ones"  never  to  return— 

which  I  have  not  done  and  would  not  do  under  any  consideration That 

it  is  impossible  for  me  to  corroborate  this  affidavit,  as  the  only  parties  that  seemed 
firiendly  to  me  there  were  three ;  two  of  these  have  left  the  oountry,  their  where- 
abouts being  unknown  to  me,  and  the  other  is  dead I  have  never 

had  the  boneiit  of  my  pre-emption  right  in  any  way,  except  as  herein  stated. 

The  final  proof  to  which  this  affidavit  is  attached  shows  that  the 
claimant  is  a  single  man;  that  he  had  actually  resided  on  the  land  fi[X>iii 
July  26, 1887,  untQ  date  of  proof,  July  19, 1889  (two  years,  lacking  one 
week);  that  he  had  been  absent  working,  and  boarding  where  he 
worked,  for  three  and  a  half  months  from  November,  1888;  about  two 
months  from  April,  1889;  and  was  herding  his  sheep  in  the  mountains 
for  six  weeks  of  hot  weather  in  June  and  July,  1889 — ^making  an  aggre- 
gate absence  of  about  seven  months  in  the  two  years  covered  by  his 
proof;  that  these  were  temporary  absences,  as  he  had  no  home  else- 
where than  on  his  claim;  that  his  house  is  a  frame  house,  with  a  fire- 
place, door,  window,  and  shingle  roof,  worth  9150;  that  his  claim  is 
<^all  fenced  with  one  wire  and  two  poles,  the  posts  set  fourteen  feet 
apart,  9470" — ^total  $620;  that  said  house  contains,  and  has  contained 
since  he  establised  residence  therein,  a  ^^bed,  bedstead,  table,  chairs, 
and  cooking  utensils."  As  to  cultivation  he  says  (in  the  affidavit  ac- 
companying his  appeal): 

The  land  is  sitnated  far  in  the  mountains  (foot-hills) ;  it  is  rongh,  rooky,  and  vain- 
able  only  for  its  grazing  advantages,  and  there  is  no  tillable  land  on  it,  and  this  is 
fhe  reason  I  did  not  and  could  not  oultiyate  any  of  it  except  a  small  patch  of  vege- 
tables for  my  own  use. 

The  main  question  at  issue  is,  whether  the  claimant  can  properly  be 
allowed,  under  the  circumstances,  to  make  a  second  pre-emption  filin?* 

I  do  not  find  reported  any  case  in  which  a  person  who  had  left,  under 
duress,  a  tract  on  which  he  had  made  pre-emption  filing,  afterward  ap- 
plied to  make  a  second  filing.  There  are  cases,  however,  where  persons 
who  abandoned  their  homestead  entries  under  circumstances  substan- 
tially similar  to  those  in  the  case  at  bar,  appUed  to  make  a  second  homo- 
stead  entry. 
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Jackson  G.  Brown  (8  L.  D.,  587,)  having  made  a  homestead  entry, 
"thereafter  built  a  house  and  endeavored  to  improve  the  land  involved, 
but  was  prevented  by  a  party  who  claimed  to  have  purchased  some 
improvements  on  the  land."    After  making  repeated  efforts  to  comply 
with  the  law,  he,  believing  his  life  to  be  in  danger,  relinquished  said 
entry  to  the  United  States.    Nothing  is  said  as  to  how  he  was  prevented 
from  improving  the  land,  or  what  was  the  character  of  the  threats 
made,  if  any,  that  led  him  to  beUeve  that  his  life  wa^  in  danger.    It 
does  not  appear  that  his  house  was  burned  down.    The  statement  of 
facts  is  not  so  full  and  specific,  and  the  actual  violence  and  loss  inflicted 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  so  gross,  as  in  the  case  at  bar.    Brown 
was  allowed  to  make  a  second  entry.    In  the  case  of  Thurlow  Weed 
(8  L.  D.,  100),  a  second  entry  was  allowed  where  the  entryman  relin- 
quished because  of  "  his  limited  ability  to  carry  on  a  contest,  of  the  dis- 
suasLons  of  his  wife,  of  the  advice  of  his  friends,  and  because  it  was 
all  along  growing  more  apparent  that  the  threatened  contest  was  liable 
to  engender  the  most  bitter  feelings  between  neighbors  who  ought  to 
be  friends.''    Charles  Wolters  (8  L.  D.,  131,)  made  homestead  entry  of 
a  tract  which,  as  he  afterward  discovered,  had  been  settled  upon  by  a 
man  who  had  long  before  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for 
the  land,  bnt  who  had  been,  by  reason  of  extreme  poverty,  unable  to 
prove  up  and  pay  for  the  same,  although  the  time  for  so  doing  had  ex- 
pired; here  was  no  duress,  but  the  Department  held  that  it  would  be 
unjust  that  Wolters  should  suffer  loss  on  account  of  his  kindness  in 
relinquishing  in  favor  of  the  earlier  settler,  and  allowed  him  to  make  a 
second  homestead  entry. 

As  the  statutory  provisions  relative  to  making  a  second  entry  were 
(previous  to  the  act  of  March  2, 1889 — 2b  Stat.,  864,)  substantially  the 
same  under  the  homestead  law  and  the  pre-emption  law,  in  my  opinion 
the  rulings  of  the  Department  in  the  matter  of  homestead  cases  should 
apply  also  in  cases  of  application  to  make  second  pre-emption  filing — 
where  such  application  was  made  prior  to  the  repeal  of  the  pre-emption 
law  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

Your  decision  holding  Mitchell's  entry  for  cancellation  because  of  his 
having  made  a  former  filing  is  reversed.  As  your  decision  expressly 
disclaims  entering  into  the  question  of  his  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  pre-emption  law,  the  papers  are  returned  herewith,  and 
you  will  pass  upon  the  proof  on  file  in  the  case. 
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BIGHT  OF  WAY— DITCH— BBSBRVOIB-STJBVMY. 

Abmstbong  and  Ogle. 

In  the  snrvej  of  a  ditch  the  termini  should  be  definitely  fixed  witli  reference  to  a 
comer  of  the  public  snrvey ;  and  at  each  point  where  the  ditch  crosaea  the  lined 
of  the  public  survey;  the  distance  to  the  nearest  established  corner  of  said  survey 
should  be  noted  on  the  map.  The  sub-divisional  lines  of  the  section  (qnan«r- 
quarter)  should  be  laid  down  on  the  map^  and  the  field  notes  of  survey  aecoiB- 
pany  the  same. 

In  the  survey  of  a  reservoir  the  initial  point  of  the  survey  should  be  determined  hj 
reference  to  a  comer  of  the  public  survey,  and  in  running  the  boundaiy  line  tbe 
points  where  it  crosses  the  line  of  the  public  survey  should  be  marked  by  a  stake 
or  a  jitone,  and  the  distance  to  an  established  comer  of  the  government  survey, 
lying  without  the  reservoir,  noted  on  th«map. 

A  map  drawn  to  a  scale  of  less  than  2,000  feet  to  the  inch  may  be  accepted  in  the 
survey  of  a  ditch  or  reservoir,  if  such  map  is  not  inconveniently  large. 

The  certificate  of  the  register  should  show  that  a  true  and  correct  duplicate  of  tbe 
map  of  survey  has  been  filed  in  the  local  office. 

Secretary  N'ohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  December 

12j  1891. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  October  19, 1891,  transmitting  an 
application  of  Armstrong  and  Ogle,  partners  etc.,  for  right  of  way  for 
a  ditch,  and  for  land  for  four  reservoirs,  the  latter  being  8itaat<e  in  the 
W  J  of  KWi  of  Sec.  23,  and  B  J  KE  J  of  Sec.  22,  in  T.  25  S,  E  67  W, 
Pueblo,  Colorado,  land  district;  the  said  ditch  extending  from  near  the 
northeast  comer  of  the  NW  J  of  ITW  J  of  Sec.  23  of  said  township  and 
range,  to  a  point  in  the  SW^  of  Sec.  24,  in  the  township  west  of  that 
named,  the  number  of  which  is  not  given. 

Your  letter  says  you  subndt  a  map,  which  you  approve,  and  say  is 
<<  filed  in  duplicate  in  tihe  T7.  S.  Land  Office  at  Pueblo,  Colorado,''  but 
you  transmit  only  one  map  to  the  Department  and  do  not  account  for 
the  copy  or  duplicate,  and  the  register  at  Pueblo  does  not  show  that  ft 
duplicate  was  filed  in  his  office^  on  the  contrary  he  certifies  that  ^^  this 
map,"  the  one  transmitted,  was  filed  in  the  Pueblo,  Colorado,  Land 
Office. 

There  are  four  reservoir  sites  located,  on  said  map,  in  the  B  ^  of  1^ 
i  of  Sec.  23,  and  W  J  of  NW  J  of  Sec.  22,  but  these  do  not  appear  to 
have  been  surveyed.  There  are  no  boundary  or  meander  lines  given 
with  any  accuracy,  or  that  can  by  any  thing  shown  on  the  map  be  re- 
traced in  after  years,  and  no  point  is,  by  any  line,  connected  with  the 
public  surveys  or  any  monument  that  is  indicated  on  the  map.  There 
is  actuaUy  nothing  but  an  irregular  line  drawn  around  each  space  on 
the  map  which  is  numbered  and  called  a  reservoir  site.  On  the  map 
there  is  a  statement  of  the  number  of  acres  in  each,  and  the  supposed 
capacity  of  each  in  cubic  feet,  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  this  is  not 
merely  a  supposition.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  ^^ 
traced  on  the  land,  or  any  station  or  corner  established  and  <<  witnessed,* 
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by  which  an  a^oining  proprietor  can  by  any  known  process  determine 
the  boundary  Ime  of  either  of  the  parcels  sought  to  be  appropriated. 
So  far  as  appears  by  the  map,  the  survey  of  tlie  reservoirs  is  a  nullity. 

There  is  an  affidavit  attached  to  the  map,  executed  by  Lavinus  M. 
Sx>erry,  in  which  he  says  he  was  employed  by  Charles  E.  Armstrong 
and  Henry  A.  Ogle  to  survey  the  line  of  route  of  said  ditch  and  the  sites 
of  the  reservoirs ;  that  the  survey  covers  a  distance  of  five  and  one-fourth 
miles,  ^^  beginning  and  ending  as  shown  on  the  annexed  plat."  He  gives 
the  dates  when  the  survey  was  made  and  says  the  ditch  and  reservoir 
"  are  accurately  represented  on  the  accompanying  map." 

The  joint  and  several  affidavit  of  Armstrong  and  Ogle  is  attached, 
corroborating  the  former  affidavit,  and  they  say  they  adopted  the  said 
route  of  ditch  and  said  reservoir  sites  September  1, 1891,  etc. 

An  inspection  of  the  map  shows  that  one  end  of  the  said  ditch  lies 
in  the  NB  i  of  NW  J  of  Sec.  23,  T.  26  S.,  E.  67  W.;  the  other  end  lies 
in  the  SW  J  of  ISE  J  of  Sec.  24  in  the  township  acyoining  on  the  west, 
the  number  of  which  is  not  given,  as  before  stated,  but  neither  terminus 
of  the  ditch  is  definitely  fixed  or  located  with  reference  to  the  public 
surveys,  nor  is  the  survey  of  the  ditch  in  any  way  connected  with  the 
public  surveys  at  any  point. 

In  the  case  of  Farmers  Canal  Company  (13  L.  D.,  166)  it  was  said: 

That  these  termini  should  be  definitely  fixed  and  described,  is  equally  as  important 
in  these  cases  as  in  those  of  railroads,  where  it  is  absolutely  required  as  a  pre-requi- 
Bite  to  the  approval  of  a  map.  Rio  Grande  Southern  B.  R.  Co.  (12  L.  D.,  92) ;  Con- 
tmental  Railway  and  Telegraph  Co.  (13  L.  D.,  18). 

In  addition  to  the  termini  being  definitely  fixed,  with  reference  to  a 
comer  of  the  public  survey,  the  line  should  be  accurately  surveyed  and 
field  notes  of  the  survey  should  accompany  the  map.  At  each  point 
where  the  said  ditch  crosses  the  Hues  of  the  public  survey  the  distance 
to  the  nearest  established  comer  of  the  public  survey  should  be  ascer- 
tained and  noted  on  the  map.  The  quarter-quarter  lines  should  also  be 
laid  down  on  the  map. 

The  scale  on  which  the  map  is  drawn  is  not  according  to  that  adopted 
for  ndlroad  and  canal  surveys,  which  is  not  less  than  2,000  feet  to  the 
inch,  but  this  is  not  as  applicable  to  reservoirs,  especially  where  they 
are  small  as  those  in  this  case,  as  it  is  to  canals,  and  as  this  map  on  the 
scale  of  800  feet  to  the  inch  is  not  inconveniently  large,  it  may  be  ac- 
cepted on  that  scale,  as  this  will  enable  the  surveyor  to  lay  down  on  the 
map  the  "meander''  or  boundary  lines  of  the  reservoirs,  when  he  shall 
have  surveyed  them  as  herein  indicated.  The  width  of  the  ditch  should 
also  be  given. 

In  surveying  the  reservoir  sites  the  initial  point  of  the  survey  should 
he  fixed  and  determined  by  reference  to  a  comer  of  the  public  survey, 
and  in  running  the  boundary  line  the  i)oints  where  it  crosses  the  lines 
of  the  public  survey  should  be  marked  by  a  stake  or  stone,  and  the  dis- 
tance to  an  established  corner  of  the  government  survey,  lying  without 
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the  reservoir,  should  be  ascertained  and  noted  on  the  map.  As  the  cor- 
ners within  the  reservoir  will  be  ^Uost"  when  submerged  the  distance 
to  them  is  unimportant. 

This  map  cannot  be  approved  in  its  present  form,  and  is  therefore, 
with  the  papers  in  the  case,  returned  to  your  office,  that  the  parties  may 
have  a  proper  survey  and  map  made.  When  a  proper  map  is  prepared, 
an  exact  duplicate  of  it  should  be  made  and  filed,  and  the  reg^ister  should 
amend  his  certificate  to  show  that  a  correct  and  true  duplicate  of  tiie 
map  has  been  so  filed  in  the  office. 


BIGHT  OF  WAY-CANAL-RE3ERVOIRr-SUBVBY, 

Albert  J.  Bothwell. 

In  the  BTLTvej  of  a  canal  ite  width,  and  the  oourse  and  diatance  of  the  line  of  roots 

should  be  noted  and  duly  shown. 
Seseryoirs  shonld  be  so  surveyed  as  to  include  only  the  land  covered  with  water,  m 

the  right  of  occupancy  is  limited  to  such  land,  and  fifty  feet  of  marginal  land  for 

use  in  construction  and  repairs. 
In  the  survey  of  canals  and  reservoirs  the  variation  of  the  magnetic  from  the  tnia 

meridian  should  be  noted,  and  the  field  notes  accompany  the  map  and  duplicate. 

Secretary  JS'ohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Decent 

her  lJ2y  1891. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  October  23, 1891,  transmitting  a  map 
of  a  canal  and  certain  reservoirs,  located  by  Albert  J.  Bothwell,  whicii 
canal  and  reservoirs  are  called  the  ^^  Medicine  Bow  Irrigation  System^'' 
situate  in  the  coanty  of  Oarbon,  State  of  Wyoming,  together  with  his 
application  for  the  right  of  way  over  certain  lands  for  canal  pnrposefl, 
and  the  right  to  overflow  certain  lands  for  reservoir  purposes  under  see* 
tions  18  and  21  inclusive,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095)' 
The  said  canal  begins  a  Uttle  north  of  the  center  of  section  5,  T.  19  K^ 
B.  80  W.,  and  ends  in  section  26,  T.  20  N.,  B.  84  W.,  Oheyenne  land 
district,  Wyoming. 

The  canal  appears  to  have  been  laid  out  with  some  care,  and  in  most 
cases  the  distance  from  the  point  where  the  line  of  the  canal  crosses  thd 
lines  of  the  government  survey,  to  an  established  corner  is  given.  ThiB 
should  be  done  wherever  the  canal  crosses  a  line  of  the  public  survey. 

The  termini  of  the  canal  are  not  fixed  or  determined  with  reference 
to  any  corner  of  the  public  survey:  this  should  be  done.  See  case  of 
Farmers  Canal  Company  (13  L.  D.,  166), 

The  course  and  distance  of  the  line  of  route  should  be  noted,  sad 
field  notes  of  the  survey  should  accompany  the  map. 

There  are  four  reservoirs  laid  down  on  the  map,  the  boundary  of  eaek 
ol  which  conforms  substantially  to  the  lines  of  the  government  sorveys* 
Beservoir  number  four  contains  about  4,400  acres.    It  is  quite  appftreat 
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firom  the  inspection  of  the  map  that  it  is  not  laid  out  with  reference  to 
the  toi>ography  of  the  ground.  Section  18  of  the  act  under  which  the 
application  is  made  provides  for  the  right  to  establish  reservoirs,  and  it 
says  "to  the  extent  of  the  ground  occupied  by  the  water  of  the  reser- 
voir." It  aDows  also  fifty  feet  on  the  marginal  Umits  thereof.  So  it 
^WQS  clearly  the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  easement  should  be  con- 
fined to  the  land  used  for  reservoir  purposes,  and  that  the  boundary  line 
sliould  be  the  shore  Hue  of  the  reservoir.  These  reservoirs  should  be 
80  surveyed  as  to  include  the  land  to  be  actually  flowed  with  water,  as 
tlie  right  of  occupancy  is  limited  to  this,  and  the  fifty  feet  marginal  land 
for  use  in  construction  and  keeping  in  repair. 

It  is  hardly  in  the  nature  of  the  land  that  the  surface  would  be  such 
that  the  water  would  rise  to  a  right  line  five  miles  in  length  on  each 
side,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  such  is  the  fact.  Mr.  Both  well  must 
show  that  such  is  the  fBM^t,  or  he  must  have  a  traverse  line  run,  tracing 
the  perimeter  of  his  reservoir,  or  such  a  line  as  will  be  the  shore  line 
when  water  is  turned  into  the  reservoir.  This  applies  to  all  of  the  res- 
ervoirs as  well  as  to  number  four. 

Where  the  boundary  line  crosses  the  line  of  the  public  survey,  stakes 
or  stones  should  be  set,  and  the  distance  to  the  nearest  established 
comer  on  such  government  line  outside  of  the  reservoir  should  be  de- 
termined and  noted  on  the  map.  As  the  comers  lying  within  the  les- 
ervoir  are  to  be  submerged  and  become  ^4o8t  comers,"  the  distance  to 
them  wiU  be  of  no  practical  use. 

Eield  notes  of  the  survey  of  the  reservoirs  as  well  as  of  the  canal 
should  be  furnished  with  the  map  and  duplicate,  and  the  variation  ot 
the  magnetic  firom  the  true  meridian  should  be  noted.  These  matters 
will  prove  important  in  after  years,  and  should  be  provided  for  now 
while  it  can  be  done  with  accuracy. 

An  exact  duplicate  of  the  map  should  be  filed  in  the  local  land  ofiQce, 
and  the  register  should  certify  to  the  fact  of  such  filing  and  that  such 
duplicate  is  true  and  correct. 

I  notice  that  the  width  of  the  ditch  is  not  given;  this  should  be  done 
in  all  cases. 

The  map  transmitted  by  your  said  letter  cannot  be  approved  in  its 
present  condition.  It  is  therefore  returned.  The  applicant  may  have 
leave  to  amend. 

I  notice  the  statement  that  the  applicant  has  secured  horn  the  State 
the  right  of  way  over  the  land  belonging  to  it,  and  from  the  Union  Pa- 
cific Eailroad  Company  the  right  of  way  over  the  odd  numbered  sec- 
tions. This,  however,  does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  government  to 
have  a  prox>er  survey  and  map  made  and  filed. 
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HOMESTEAD    ENTRT-TBANSFEBEE^HEARING. 

Manitoba  Mortgage  Go.  v.  Molles. 

A  pTe-emptor  who,  after  dne  complianoe  with  law,  submits  final  proof  and  malces 
payment  for  the  land,  may  thereafter  lawfully  enter  another  tract  under  the 
homestead  law,  though  final  certificate  has  not  issued  on  his  pre-emption  prcofl 

The  right  of  a  transferee  to  be  heard  in  defense  of  an  entry  should  not  be  defeated 
through  the  coUusiye  and  fraudulent  acts  of  the  entryman. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  OenercU 

Land  Office^  January  5, 189J2. 

On  December  21, 1882,  Peter  Pape  made  homestead  entry  of  lots  1 
ttnd  2  and  the  B.  i  of  the  BTW.  i  of  Sec.  18,  T.  99  N.,  R.  61  W.,  Yank- 
ton, Dakota. 

He  made  commutation  proof  before  the  judge  of  the  probate  court 
of  Hutchinson  county,  December  10, 1884,  and,  on  January  12,  of  the 
next  year,  the  register's  final  certificate  was  issued. 

On  March  22, 1887,  his  entry  was  held  for  cancellation,  because  the 
same  was  made  before  he  had  perfected  a  former  pre-emption  entry. 

It  appears  that  on  May  26, 1882,  he  filed  declaratory  statement  N^o. 
6287,  for  the  SW.  J  of  Sec,  12,  T.  99  N.,  R  61  W.,  in  said  land  disfaict, 
and,  on  the  19th  day  of  December,  1882,  he  made  final  proof  thereon 
before  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  Hutchinson  county,  Dakota,  at  the  same 
time  paying  the -government  price  for  the  land. 

For  some  reason,  not  fully  explained,  the  local  officers  did  not  pass 
upon  the  proof,  until  January  10, 1883,  when  the  same  wafi  approved 
and  cash  certificate  issued. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  and  on  December  21, 1882  (two  days  after 
he  submitted  said  proof),  he  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land  involved 
in  this  controversy,  having  been  advised,  as  he  swears,  that  ^^  as  soon 
as  his  witnesses  t^timony  was  sworn  to  and  the  money  paid  for  the 
land,  he  could  make  a  legal  homestead  entry." 

On  July  20, 1887,  Mr.  O.  W.  Holcomb,  of  this  city,  filed  in  your  of- 
fice a  motion,  supported  by  sundry  afiidavits,  asking  for  the  revocation 
of  the  decision  of  March  22, 1887.  On  January  6, 1888,  you  denied  the 
motion,  and  the  local  officers  were  instructed  to  advise  Pape  that  he 
would  be  allowed  sixty  days  fipom  notice  to  elect  whether  he  would 
have  his  entry  canceled,  with  privilege  of  reentering  the  same  tract, 
or  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  He  was  duly  notified  of  this 
action,  and  did  not  appeal,  and  on  May  17, 1888,  his  cash  certificate 
and  original  entry  was  canceled. 

On  May  29,  1888,  Joseph  B.  Pape,  a  brother  of  Peter  Pape,  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  land,  and  on  November  20,  of  that  year,  he  re- 
linquished the  entry,  and  on  the  same  day  Karl  MoUer  made  homestead 
entry  thereof 
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On  December  3^  1889^  the  receiver  transmitted  to  yonr  oiiice  the  ap- 
plication of  Eden  Maxwell,  agent  for  the  Manitoba  Mortgage  and  In- 
vestment Company,  for  the  re-instatement  of  Papers  entry.    The  appli^ 
cation,  which  was  duly  sworn  to  and  corroborated,  stated  that  Maxwell 
was  then  and  had  been  for  seven  years  the  agent  of  said  company; 
that  he  had  placed  numerous  loans  in  said  land  district;  that  on  the 
23d  day  of  AprU,  1885,  he  placed  a  loan  of  $500  upon  the  land  described 
in  Peter  Pape's  entry;  that  the  said  Pape  conveyed  the  land  by  war- 
ranty deed  prior  to  making  said  loan  to  one  Ed.  Anderson,  to  whom 
said  loan  was  made,  and  to  secure  the  paymentof  which  said  Anderson 
executed  a  mortgage  to  said  company  upon  said  tract  of  land,  which 
was  duly  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  the  county  in 
which  the  land  is  situated;  that  no  part  of  said  loan  has  been  paid; 
that  said  Anderson  left  the  country  in  October,  1888,  and,  after  dili- 
gent inquiry,  his  whereabouts  could  not  be  ascertained;  that  he  would 
have  moved  in  the  matter  much  earlier  had  he  been  able  to  find  the 
whereabouts  of  Anderson;  that  notice  of  the  Commissioner's  letter  of 
May  17, 1888,  and  of  June  6, 1888,  was  never  served  on  said  Anderson, 
said  mortgage  company,  or  the  affiant;  that  he  has  but  recently  ascer- 
tained that  Peter  Pape  was  duly  notified  of  the  requirements  of  the 
Commissioner's  letters;  that  Pape  refused  to  comply  with  the  same,  or 
notify  Anderson,  or  the  affiant — at  the  same  time  acting  collusively  with 
his  brother  tbr  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  cancellation  of  said  entry, 
and  thereby  enabling  his  said  brother  to  re-enter  said  land,  thus  cheat- 
ing and  defrauding  said  Anderson  and  said  mortgagees  out  of  their  inter* 
est  in  said  land;  that  Peter  Pape's  brother,  the  said  Joseph  B.  Pape, 
became  alarmed,  fearing  he  could  not  hold  said  land  under  his  home- 
stead entry,  and  relinquished  the  same  and  procured  one  E^l  Moller 
to  make  entry  thereof.    He  asked  that  Pape's  entry  be  re-instated,  or 
that  a  hearing  be  ordered  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

By  your  decision  of  March  22, 1890,  you  denied  the  motion,  and  the 
mortgage  company  brings  this  appeal. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  as  to  the  legality  of  Papers 
entry;  2d,  what  rights,  if  any,  the  transferee  or  mortgagee  has,  in  de- 
fault of  appeal  by  the  entryman,  after  due  notice. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  person  cannot  at  the  same  time  legally  main- 
tain one  claim  under  the  pre-emption  law  and  another  under  the  home- 
stead law,  since  both  laws  require  residence,  and  one  cannot  maintain 
two  residences  at  the  same  time.  Krichbaum  v.  Perry,  5  L.  D.,  403; 
Allen  f>.  Curtius,  7  L.  D.,  444. 

Pape  made  the  entry  in  question  on  December  21, 1882,  two  days 
after  he  made  his  pre-emption  proof  and  paid  for  the  land.  The  pur- 
pose of  that  proof  was  to  show  compliance  with  the  law  up  to  the  time 
it  was  made.  If  the  proof  in  all  respects  showed,  as  it  seems  to  have 
done,  that  the  law  had  been  complied  with,  final  certificate  would  issue. 
While  residence  on  the  land  subsequent  to  final  proof  would  be  addi- 
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tional  evidence  of  good  faith,  yet  it  was  not  required.  The  pre-emptor 
rests  his  case  upon  the  final  proof  and  payment^  and  ap<»i  the  showing 
therein  made  his  good  faith  is  determined. 

While  the  final  certificate  is  usually  dated  as  of  the  time  when  it  is 
passed  upon,  yet  the  judgment  is  formed  upon  the  proof  as  presented 
upon  the  advertised  date. 

Since  the  law  does  not  require  further  residence  after  satisfactorr 
proof  is  submitted,  an  abandonment  of  the  land  immediately  after  final 
proof  can  not  of  itself  be  urged  as  showing  bad  faith.  It  follows,  that 
after  satisfactory  proof  is  submitted,  the  entryman  may  change  hia 
residence,  although  final  certificate  has  not  issued.  If  he  may  thns 
change  his  residence  after  final  prooi^  and  before  final  certificate  has 
issued,  I  see  no  reason  why  he  may  not  make  homestead  entry  of  an- 
other tract  of  land,  if  he  is  otherwise  qualified  so  to  do. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  Pape  was  not  required  to  reside  upon  the  land 
covered  by  his  pre-emption  filing  after  he  submitted  final  proof;  further 
residence  not  being  required,  his  entry  of  the  land  in  question,  two 
days  after  he  submitted  his  final  proof,  was  not  contrary  to  law.  His 
homestead  proof  covered  no  part  of  the  time  prior  to  that  upon  which 
his  preemption  proof  was  made;  so  that  there  was  no  period  of  time 
in  which  he  claimed  residence  upon  both  tracts  of  land  at  the  same 
time — ^the  very  condition  which  the  laws  and  regulations  forbid.  His 
homestead  entry  not  being  illegal,  the  question  arises  as  to  the  rights, 
if  any,  of  his  transferee  and  the  mortgage  company. 

It  win  be  observed  that  Pape  was  duly  notified  of  your  decision, 
holding  the  entry  for  cancellation,  and  of  his  right  of  appeal.  He 
allowed  the  time  to  pass,  without  taking  any  action;  nor  did  he  intoTB 
his  transferee  or  any  agent  of  the  mortgage  company  of  the  status  of 
the  land.  Soon  after  his  right  of  appeal  had  expired,  his  brother  made 
entry  of  the  land,  and,  on  the  latter's  relinquishment^  Moller  made  entry. 

It  is  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  company,  that  Pax>e,  the  original 
entryman,  and  Peter,  his  brother,  and  Moller,  the  present  entryman, 
conspired  together  to  procure  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  thereby 
enabling  the  brother  to  re-enter  the  land,  thus  cheating  and  deluding 
Anderson  and  the  mortgage  company  out  of  their  interest  in  the  land. 

When,  by  your  letter  of  January  6, 1888,  Pape  was  advised  that  he 
would  be  allowed  sixty  days  from  notice  to  elect  whether  he  would 
have  his  entry  canceled  with  the  privilege  of  re-entering  the  same  tract, 
or  to  appeal  to  this  Department,  he  had  then  conveyed  the  land,  by 
warranty  deed,  to  Anderson.  He  was  therefore  under  obligations,  both 
to  preserve  his  own  and  Anderson's  rights,  to  duly  notify  the  latter  of 
the  status  of  the  land.  But  he  allowed  the  time  to  pass  without  sncli 
notice,  and  immediately  on  its  expiration,  and  on  May  29,  of  that  jee^i 
his  brother  Peter  made  entry  of  the  land.  Moreover,  if  he  was  noti- 
fied of  his  right  of  appeal,  and  was  cognizant  of  the  mortgagee's  inter- 
est in  the  land,  and  purposely  withheld  the  information  firom  said 
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company  that  Ms  brother  might  enter  the  land,  it  was  in  fraud  of  the 
company's  rights. 

Anderson,  the  transferee,  and  his  mortgagee,  having  fiEdled  to  file 
with  the  local  ofQcers  any  evidences  of  their  interest  in  the  land,  were 
not  legally  entitled  to  notice;  but  since,  as  above  shown,  the  entry  was 
erroneously  canceled,  the  alleged  conspirators  shonld  not,  if  the  allega- 
tions set  np  in  the  motion  be  true,  be  permitted  to  thus  profit  by  their 
wrongfiil  acts. 

I  therefore  return  the  papers,  with  directions  that  the  hearing  asked 
for  by  fhe  mortgage  company  be  ordered,  with  a  view  to  determine 
whether  Pai>e's  entry  shall  be  re-instated.  The  hearing  shonld  be  di- 
rected to  the  ascertainment  of  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  two  Papes 
and  MoUer;  and  whether  or  not  Moller's  entry  was  the  result  of  collu- 
sion and  bad  &ith.  Moller's  entry  will,  in  the  meantime,  remain  sus- 
pended. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  modified. 


BAIIiBOAB  I^ANDS— ACT  OF  MABCH  3,  ISST. 

Eeabob  f>.  Little  et  al. 

The  privilege  of  pnrehase  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  extends  only  to  caees  where 
the  right  of  the  settler  and  bona  fide  purciiaaer  from  the  company  has  been  de- 
feated tbrongh  an  erroneons  disposition  of  the  land. 

A  settlement  right  acquired  after  December  1, 1882,  defeats  the  olaim  of  a  purchaser 
from  the  company. 

Fint  AMistant  Seeretary  Ohcmdler  to  the  Oimmissianer  of  ike  Omeral 

Land  Office^  January  6^  1892» 

The  land  inyolved  in  this  controversy  is  the  S.  ^  of  the  SW.  J,  section 
31,  T.  12  S.y  B.  1  W.y  Salina,  Kansas,  land  district.    This  Is  an  applica- 
tion made  by  Morte  Kearce  to  purchase  the  land  above  described  and 
the  SW.  4  o^  ^^^  3^-  i  0^  ^^  same  section,  township  and  range;  the 
latter  described  tract,  however,  has  been  patented  to  the  defendant, 
Oeorge  B.  Little,  and  therefore  has  passed  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Department.    The  application  is  dated  December  28, 1888,  and 
alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  applicant  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States ; 
that  on  the  28th  day  of  April,  1875,  one  Wm.  Frost  purchased  from  the 
Kansas  Pacific  BaUway  Company,  the  above  described  lands;  that  on 
the  9th  day  of  October,  1887,  the  applicant  purchased  from  Wm.  Frost 
the  said  land  for  the  consideration  of  $700,  which  he  actually  paid;  that 
he  has  never  assigned  or  conveyed  the  land,  or  his  legal  or  equitable 
title  thereto;  that  in  order  to  protect  his  right  to  said  land  he  made  pre- 
emption dedaratory  statement  for  the  same  February  28, 1881 ;  that  he 
has  made  valuable  improvements  on  the  said  land  and  has,  for  a  long 
period  of  years,  resided  thereon  and  was  so  residing  thereon  <<  on  or 
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about  the  3lBt  day  of  December,  1887,  when  he  was  dispossessed  under 
process  from  the  district  court  of  Ottawa  county,  Kansas;"  that  he 
claims  the  right  to  purchase  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  (}ongresB 
of  March  3, 1887,  for  the  reasons  that  the  ^^  land  is  situate  in  an  odd 
numbered  section,  Ijing  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Kansas 
Pacific  Bailway  company  and  was  excepted  out  of  the  grant  to  said  rail- 
way company  by  reason  of  the  existence  of  a  valid  subsisting  adverse 
claim  to  said  land;"  ^Hhat  this  affiant  was  an  actual  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser thereof  for  a  valuable  consideration  f  that  he  ^^  was  at  the  date  of 
the  passage  of  said  act,  and  long  prior  thereto,  an  actual  bona  fide  resi- 
dent upon  said  land  owning  and  possessing  valuable  improvements 
thereupon ;  that  he  has  never  assigned,  transferred,  or  in  any  way  alien- 
ated his  right  to  said  land,  or  his  legal  and  equitable  rights  therein." 

The  local  officers  rejected  the  application  for  the  reason  that  it  ^^is 
in  conflict  with  the  homestesd  entry  of  Benammi  Edmon  No.  23319  and 
cash  entry  No.  4875,  of  George  £.  Little;"  whereupon  applicant  ap- 
I)ealed. 

This  is  the  fourth  time  this  Department  has  been  called  upon  to  pass 
upon  the  questions  in  dispute  between  the  parties  to  this  action  con- 
cerning this  particular  tract  of  land,  and  with  one  exception  every 
decision  that  has  been  rendered  from  the  local  officers  to  this  Depart- 
ment, has  been  against  the  applicant.  In  addition  to  this  it  is  shown 
by  the  record  that  their  controversy  has  also  been  carried  through  the 
State  courts  with  a  like  result,  and  that  he  was  finally  dispossessed  by 
process  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  A  brief  history  of  this  matter  is 
necessary  to  show  the  exact  status  of  the  case. 

November  ^^  1881,  Kearce  submitted  his  final  porof,  at  which  time 
Little  appeared  and  contested.  Edmon  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  the  S.  ^  of  tlie  SW.  i,  February  26, 1882,  and  his  application 
was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings  insti- 
tuted by  Little.  This  case  was  decided  December  10,  1883,  against 
Kearce,  his  entry  was  ordered  canceled  and  it  was  further  ordered  that 
the  homestead  entry  of  Little  be  held  intact  and  that  Edmon  be  al- 
lowed to  enter  the  land  embraced  within  his  homestead  application. 
It  seems  that  Kearce  made  application  for  a  rehearing  and  a  re-instate- 
ment  of  his  declaratory  statement  which  was  overruled  by  your  pre- 
decessor, but  on  appeal  this  Department,  by  letter  of  July  5, 1884,  re- 
versed that  decision  and  ordered :  <^for  the  purposes  of  a  rehearing,  the 
filing  of  Kearce  is  re-instated  and  you  \^ill  direct  a  further  hearing 
having  in  view  especially  the  importance  of  ascertaining  the  actual 
relations  of  these  parties  to  the  land  in  controversy."  A  motion  for 
review  of  this  decision  was  overruled,  but  it  being  alleged  that  Kearce 
was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor,  it  was  ordered  that  that  question  be 
also  investigated  at  the  hearing.  As  the  result  thereoi^  the  local  of- 
ficers and  your  predecessor  decided  against  the  entry  of  Kearoe  and 
held  that  he  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  the  time  he  filed  his  deo- 
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laratoiy  statement.  This  decision  was  affirmed  by  letter  of  Kovem- 
ber  23, 1887. 

It  is  shown  that  Edmon  made  his  homestead  entry,  as  directed,  and 
upon  January  3, 1889,  made  final  proo£  The  plaintiff  appeared  and 
protested  against  the  same  but  on  what  ground,  I  am  not  able  to  state, 
inasmuch  as  the  affidavit  of  the  protest  does  not  seem  to  be  with  the 
files.  A  mass  of  testimony  was  taken  at  this  time  and  as  a  result  thereof, 
the  local  officers  held  that  the  applicant,  Edmon,  had  not  resided  on 
the  land  for  five  years  as  required  by  law,  but  recommended  that  he  be 
allowed  to  make  new  proof  within  the  lifetime  of  his  entry  showing  full 
compliance  with  the  law.    Kearce  appealed  from  this  decision. 

You  by  letter  of  May  26, 1890,  sustained  the  local  officers  in  their 
action  rejecting  the  application  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  March  3, 
1887,  and  closed  your  opinion  by  saying :  "  But  the  sufficiency  of  Ed- 
mon's  showing  of  settlement  and  occupancy  wiD  be  considered  in  a 
future  communication.''  The  applicant  appealed  from  your  decision 
rejecting  his  application  to  enter  the  said  land  under  said  act  for  the 
following  grounds  of  error,  to  wit: 

First.  For  that  the  said  decision  is  contrary  to  law,  and 

Second.  For  that  the  said  decision  is  contrary  to  the  fiAots  as  presented  in  plain* 
tiff*8  application  of  pnrdhase  as  aforesaid. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  there  is  no  appeal  taken  from  your  conclusion 
to  consider  Edmon's  showing  of  settlement  and  occupancy  in  a  future 
communication,  so  the  only  question  presented  here  is  upon  Kearce's 
right  to  purchase  under  the  act  of  Congress  aboye  cited. 

The  record  shows  that  this  land  was  originally  excepted  from  the 
grant  to  the  railway  company,  by  reason  of  prior  settlement;  that  said 
company  selected  it  February  15,  1881,  but  its  selection  was  canceled 
December  8, 1881 ;  it  also  shows  that  the  purchase  money  paid  by  Frost 
to  the  company  was  returned  to  him,  with  accrued  interest;  also  that 
Frost  returned  to  Kearce  the  purchase  money  paid,  together  with  five 
years'  interest  thereon.  This  Department  has  decided  that  the  appel- 
lant's original  pre-emption  filing  should  be  canceled  for  the  reason  that 
he  had  not  complied  with  the  law  in  regard  to  residence,  and  again 
after  a  fui-ther  hearing  this  decision  was  affirmed  and  it  was  further 
fouud  that  he  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor;  the  land  has  never  been 
certified  or  patented  to  the  railway  company,  and  that  a  settlement  was 
made  on  the  land  subsequent  to  December  1, 1882,  by  Edmon,  the  de- 
fendant, under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  very  clear  to  my  mind  that  Mr.  Kearce  does  not  bring  himself 
within  the  provisions  of  said  act.  Wright  v.  Coble,  9  L.  D.,  199.  The 
Attorney  General  discussing  this  question,  says: 

The  whole  scope  of  the  law  firom  the  second  to  the  sixth  section  inclasiye  is  reme- 
dial. Its  intent  is  to  reUere  fh>m  loss  settlers  and  bona  fide  purchasers  who,  through 
the  erroneous  or  wrongfiil  disposition  of  the  laud  in  the  gTantfl^  by  the  officers  of  the 
government,  or  by  the  railroads,  hare  lost  their  rights  or  acquired  equities,  which 
in  justice  should  be  recognized. 
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Attorney  Gtoneral^  6  L.  D.,  272.    Again  it  is  said  in  the  instmctioni 

of  Secretary  Lamar,  Xovember  22, 1887  (id.,  276), 

This  section  (3)  does  not  embrace  any  lands  that  hare  been  certified  or  patented 
to  the  companyi  bnt  has  reference  solely  to  lands,  their  rigbt  and  elaim  to  which  hM 
heretofoie  been  aiy  ndieated  in  finyor  of  the  company  as  against  the  zigbt  of  a  aettia 
npon  said  lands,  ete. 

I  find  no  error  in  your  roling;  your  decision  Ib,  therefore^  affirmed; 
the  application  will  be  rejected. 


TIMBlfiB  CUIiTURB-FINAIi  PROOF- SFISCIAIj  AGIENT. 

Btlyahub  p.  Babtlett. 

There  is  no  authority  for  the  acceptance  of  final  timber  onltnre  proof  i^  submitted 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  eight  years  fh>m  the  date  of  the  original  entry. 

A  special  agent  should  not  examine  claims  and  report  thereon  at  the  reqaeat  of  in- 
terested parties. 

First  Assistant  Beoretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissianer  o/the  General 

Land  Office^  January  6, 1892. 

I  have  examined  the  appeal  of  Sylvanns  P.  Bartlett  fi^om  your  deczsimi 
of  October  30, 1890,  rejecting  final  proof  on  Ub  timber  culture  entry  tat 
NW.  i  Sec.  2,  T.  12  S.,  B.  23  W.,  Wa^Keeney  land  district,  Kansas. 

He  made  this  entry  October  24, 1885,  and  on  September  9, 1B90,  sub- 
mitted fbial  proof  therecm. 

It  appears  that  on  Kovember  26, 1883,  one  Albert  W.  Smith  made 
timber  coltore  entry  of  the  land  in  question;  that  sometime  in  Decem- 
ber, 1883,  Bartlett  purchased  of  him  his  improvements  upon  the  land 
and  paid  him  the  sum  of  t500  therefor,  in  consideration  of  which  Smitb 
agreed  to  relinquish  all  right  and  interest  to  said  tract;  but  on  receiv- 
ing the  purchase  money  he  declined  to  execute  said  relinquishment; 
that  Bartlett  to  secure  possession  of  the  land  instituted  contest  against 
Smith's  entry  and  under  date  of  October  17, 1884,  said  contest  was  soBr 
tained  and  the  entry  of  Smith  cancelled. 

It  ^rther  appears  that  about  eighty  acres  of  said  traet  had  been 
broken  and  cultivated  by  Smith  and  other  parties  for  three  or  four  yean 
prior  to  BartLett's  entry ;  that  after  making  his  entry  Bartlett  contin- 
ued said  cultivation;  that  in  April,  1885,  he  planted  two  and  a  half 
acres  with  trees  and  m  the  following  November  set  out  nine  acres  morei 

The  evidence  as  to  the  planting  of  a  sufficient  number  of  trees  and 
the  care  and  cultivation  of  the  same,  for  a  period  of  nearly  six  years 
appears  satisfactory,  but  as  the  final  proof  of  Bartlett  was  prei^t^ 
within  six  years  from  date  of  entry  the  local  officers  rejected  the  same, 
firom  which  action  he  appealed  and  under  date  of  October  30, 1890,  yon 
affirmed  the  judgment  below,  whereupon  he  again  appealed. 

The  act  of  June  14, 1878  (20  Stat,  US),  provides:  That  any  person 
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who  is  fhe  Iiead  of  a  family  or  who  has  aniyed  at  the  age  of  twenty-one 
yemrSy  and  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or  who  shall  have  filed  his 
declaration  of  intention  to  become  snoh^  ^^  who  shall  plant,  protect,  and 
keep  in  a  healthy  growing  condition  for  eight  years  ten  acres  of  timber^ 
on  any  quarter  section  of  any  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States," 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  patent  for  the  whole  of  said  quarter  section  <^  at 
the  expiration  of  said  eight  years  on  making  proof  of  such  fsuit  by  not 
less  than  two  credible  witnesses." 
Section  two  provides: 

That  no  final  certificate  shall  be  giTen,  ox  patent  iasned  for  the  land  so  entered* 
onto  the  expiration  of  eight  years  jQrom  the  date  of  saoh  entry. 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  the  law  is  clear  and  spedflc  in  the  require- 
ment fhat  a  timber-culture  entrjrman  shaU  not  only  plant  and  culliyate 
ten  acres  of  trees,  for  a  period  of  eight  years  firom  date  of  entry,  but 
that  fiinal  proof  on  such  entry,  cannot  be  accepted  until  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  period  named,  and  no  certificate,  or  patent  shall  issue  in 
such  cases  until  after  the  expiration  of  eight  years  from  date  of  entry. 
Oounsel  for  the  appellant  claims  that  the  law  has  been  fully  complied 
with,  furthermore  cites  several  departmental  decisions  to  sustain  his 
argument  that  the  party  is  entitled  to  credit  for  the  time  the  breaking 
and  cultivation  were  made  prior  to  date  of  entry  and  therefore  that 
final  certifleate  should  issue  in  the  case. 

Counsel,  however,  overlooks  the  important  fact  that  the  credit  allowed 
in  said  decisions  refers  solely  to  the  acts  of  the  entryman  within  the 
eight  years,  and  that*  there  is  nothing  in  said  citations  that  Id  any  man- 
ner authorizes  final  proof  to  be  made  and  final  certificate  to  be  issued 
in  a  less  period  than  eight  years. 

This  question  was  fully  gone  over  in  the  case  of  John  N.  Lindback,  9 
L.  D.,  284,  more  than  a  year  prior  to  the  time  that  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver passed  ux>on  the  proof  in  this  case,  and  there  it  is  held: 

A  proper  constmotion  of  the  timber-cTiltYire  act  requires  that  the  period  of  cnlti- 
Tation  should  be  computed  &om  the  time  when  the  requisite  acreage  is  planted. 

A  departmental  construction  of  a  statutei  while  in  force,  has  aU  the  effect  of  law, 
and  acts  done  thereunder  must  be  regarded  as  legal,  and  entitled  to  protection  at  the 
hands  of  the  Department. 

Id  timber-culture  entries  made  prior  to  the  regulations  of  June  27, 1887,  the  time 
occupied  in  the  preparation  of  the  soil  and  planting  the  trees  may  be  computed  on 
tinal  proof,  as  forming  a  part  of  the  statutory  period  of  cultivation. 

and  such  is  the  settled  law  of  the  department. 

1  note  in  connection  with  this  case  that  a  special  agent  of  your  office, 
has  submitted  a  report  at  the  *^  request  of  the  appellant  ^  recommend- 
mg  that  his  proof  be  accepted  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  local 
officers  had  already  refected  it  as  premature.  Such  action  on  the  part 
of  a  spedal  agent,  in  the  face  of  his  instructions  and  the  law,  it  seems 
to  me  is  reprehensible.  He  is  supposed  to  represent  the  law  and  the 
govenunent,  and  it  does  not  seem  that  the  standard  of  his  service  can 
wqU  be  sustained  where  he  assumes  the  authority  to  make  examination 
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of  claims  and  reports  thereon  at  the  request  of  interested  parties,  for 
the  purpose  of  oTerruling  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver.    He 
should  be  admonished  that  he  has  filled  the  measure  of  his  duty  to  tlie 
government  when  he  faithfiilly  observes  and  follows  his  instaructiona. 
Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


DESERT  JjAHTD  BNTRT— FTNAIi  PROOV. 

John  B.  Brakoh. 

Final  desert  proof  may  be  properly  rejected,  if  not  made  in  the  manner  preecriM 
by  the  regolationB,  and  before  an  officer  authorized  to  act  in  such  matter. 

Where  the  Btatntory  period  for  the  anbrnission  of  final  proof  has  expired^  and  oppo^ 
tonity  is  given  to  submit  the  same  within  a  specified  time,  if  not  presented 
within  such  time,  it  should  be  r^ected,  in  the  absence  of  due  caose  shown  for 
delay. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Ohcmdler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Ja/niiary  8^  1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  W.  J  of  the  N W.  J  and  iNTT.  J 
of  SW.  i,  and  lots  2,  4, 12  and  13,  Sec.  26,  T.  33  K,  R.  76  W.,  as  appeal^ 
by  the  survey  approved  November  22, 1887,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  land 
district 

The  record  shows  that  John  B.  Branch  made  desert  land  entry  April 
7, 1884,  of  the  B.  i  of  Sec.  27,  and  the  W.  J  of  Sec.  26,  T.  33  K,  B.  76  W. 
Per  instructions  by  your  predecessor  of  September  14, 1885,  the  entry- 
man  amended  his  location  March  17, 1886,  as  follows:  E.  ^  of  Sea  27, 
and  lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  5  and  6,  of  Sec.  26,  same  township  and  range. 

On  November  21, 1887,  the  local  officers  furnished  you  with  a  list  ot 
the  desert  land  entrymen  who  had  been  notified  by  registered  mail 
under  date  of  August  8, 1887,  of  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for 
making  proof  and  payment,  and  in  the  list  appears  the  name  of  Branch. 
By  letter  of  January  27, 1888,  you  directed  the  local  officers  to  cancel 
his  entry.  Thereafter  a  petition  and  corroborative  affidavits  were  pre* 
sen  ted  to  you  by  the  entryman,  asking  that  his  entry  be  re-instated  and 
that  he  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof.  The  showing  was  sufficient  to 
warrant  you  in  so  doing.  You  therefore,  April  27, 1889,  instructed  the 
register  and  receiver  to  "  advise  Mr.  Branch  that,  if  he  is  now  prepared, 
he  will  be  allowed  sixty  days  from  notice  hereof  within  to  present  proo£^ 
Notice  of  this  decision  was  served  on  the  attorney  of  record  of  the  en- 
tryman on  May  1, 1889.  On  April  26, 1890,  Branch  presented  his  final 
proof  describing  the  land  as  the  W.  i  of  the  NW.  J,  NW.  J  of  SW.  i, 
and  lots  2, 4, 12  and  13,  of  the  section,  township  and  range  above  gives. 
Said  proof  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  ^^  because  more  than  sixty 
days  have  transpired  since  Oommissioner  directed  the  acceptanoe  ot 
the  proof  j''  whereupon  Branch  appealed. 
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Too,  by  letter  of  Angast  30, 1890,  sustained  the  decision  of  the  local 
officers  on  the  ground  that  Branch  did  not  present  his  final  proof  within 
the  period  reqxured  and  that  one  year  thereafter  he  presented  ^^ona 
small  portion  of  his  amended  entry  the  two  lots  not  included  therein," 
and  that  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  is  not  apparent  from 
the  fEbcts  set  forth.  He  appealed  from  your  decision,  assigning  as  error 
your  action  afBrming  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver;  in  reject- 
ing  final  proof^  and  in  holding  that  Branch  should  not  be  permitted  to 
submit  final  proof  upon  his  entry. 

This  apx)eal  might  be  dismissed  for  the  reason  that  the  specification 
of  errors  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  rules  of  practice — ^Bule  S8 — ^but 
Inasmuch  as  the  record  is  b^ore  me  I  will  pass  ui>on  it  on  its  merits. 

The  records  of  your  ofBce  show  that  the  amended  application  was 

probably  required  by  reason  of  the  feet  of  the  re-survey  of  the  land  in 

tbat  neighborhood,  made  for  the  purpose  of  defining  the  boundaries  of 

the  Fort  Fetterman  hay  reservation,  which  was  approved  May  29, 1884, 

The  lots  claimed  in  the  amended  application  include  all  the  laud  in  the 

W.  J  of  Sec.  26,  that  had  not  been  reserved.   A  later  survey  was  made 

and  approved  November  22, 1887,  and  the  description  given  in  the  final 

proof  of  the  applicant  contains  all  the  ground  in  said  W.  ^  of  26,  that 

has  not  been  reserved,  and  the  land  is  correctly  described.    It  will  be 

noticed  that  he  has  made  no  showing  whatever  which  entitles  him  to 

make  final  proof  at  this  time,  and  the  proof  comes  in  such  an  irregular 

shape  that  the  local  officers  were  ftdly  justified  in  rejecting  it  on  other 

grounds  as  well  as  that  mentioned.    It  seems  that  the  applicant  is  a 

resident  of  Providence,  Bhode  Island,  and  an  examination  of  his  final 

proof  elicits  the  fact  that  he  knows  but  very  little,  of  anything,  about 

the  condition  of  the  land.    His  deposition  was  taken  in  Providence, 

Bhode  Island,  April  28, 1890,  and  he  closes  it  with  this  statement: 

I  desire  to  state  that  my  answers  to  the  foregoing  questions  so  far  as  they  relate 
to  the  land  In  my  entry  and  it6  irrigation  and  reclamation,  are  made  from  informa. 
tion  and  belief. 

■ 

This  is  too  indefinite  and  uncertain  to  be  permitted  in  final  proof. 
The  deiK)sitions  of  his  witnesses  were  taken  before  the  clerk  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  in  Cheyenne,  April  10, 1890,  in  the  same  town  wherein  the 
land  office  for  that  district  is  located.  The  law  and  the  rules  of  prac- 
tice do  not  permit  of  such  a  procedure.  Bule  7j  of  the  circular  of  June 
27, 1887,  (5  L.  D.,  708),  is  as  follows: 

The  declaration  and  corroborating  affldayits  may  be  made  before  either  the  regis- 
ter or  receiver  of  the  land  district  in  which  the  lands  are  situated,  or  befoje  the 
Judge  or  clerk  of  a  court  of  record  of  the  connty  in  which  the  lands  are  situated, 
and  if  the  lands  are  in  an  unorganized  connty  then  the  affidavit  may  he  made  in  an 
adjacent  connty.  The  depositions  of  applicant  and  witnesses  in  making  final  proof 
mnet  he  taken  in  the  same  manner;  and  the  authority  of  any  practice  or  reguhition 
pennitting  original  or  final  desert  land  affidavits  to  he  executed  before  any  other  of- 
ficers than  those  named  above,  is  hereby  revoked.  The  affidavits  of  applicant  and 
witnesses  must  in  every  instance,  either  of  orignal  application  or  final  proof,  b« 
v^de  at  the  same  time  and  place  and  before  the  same  officer. 
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An  examination  of  fhe  map  shows  that  the  land  is  not  located  in  the 
county  in  which  the  final  proof  was  made. 

There  is  no  exoose  whatever  offered  by  the  applioant  f<Mr  Ms  dday  in 
complying  with  yonr  order  of  April  27, 1889,  and  in  the  absenee  of  nay 
such  showing,  together  with  the  irregular  way  in  which  the  proof  has 
been  taken,  and  the  lack  of  interest  the  entryman  seems  to  have  in  per- 
fecting his  right  to  the  land,  his  proof  was  properly  r^ected.  Your  de- 
cision is  therefore  affirmed. 


obbtiobahi— appeai^-pbotbstakt-contestairr. 

Mitchell  «.  Wilbs. 

Where  the  right  of  apx>eal  Ib  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  applieiait  therefor  ii  ft 
proteetant  without  interest,  and  a  writ  of  certiorari  ia  aaked,  settirig  ap  the  right 
to  be  heard  as  a  contestant,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  applicant  to  show  affinuk- 
tively  by  what  proceedings  he  secured  the  status  of  a  contestant. 

Secretary  liable  to  the  Commissianer  of  the  Oentral  Lcmd  Offlo^  JanwoTf 

9y  1892. 

This  is  a  petition,  filed  by  James  W.  Mitchell,  for  an  order  directing 
you  to  certify  to  the  Department  the  record  in  tiie  above  stilted  case. 

It  appears  from  the  record  and  the  exhibits  attached  thereto  that 
Frank  W.  Wiles  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  29, 
T.  2  S.,  B.  45  E.,  La  Grande,  Oregon,  and  made  proof  for  the  same  May 
11, 1889,  when  James  W.  Mitchell  appeared  and  filed  a  protest  against 
the  allowance  of  said  proof,  alleging  that  he  (Mitchell)  was  the  owner 
in  fee  of  the  land  above  described;  that  Wiles  had  no  personal  interest 
in  the  land  5  that  it  was  entered  for  the  benefit  of  F.  D.  McCully,  and 
that  Wiles  had  wholly  failed  to  cultivate  the  land  as  required  by  law. 

The  local  officers  accepted  said  proof  and  dismissed  the  protest,  and 
your  office,  upon  appeal  therefrom,  dismissed  the  appeal  of  Mitcbell) 
upon  the  ground  that  he  was  a  mere  protestant  showing  no  claim  to 
the  land  that  is  recognized  by  law.  Ton  farther  held  that  the  allegar 
tions  of  the  protestant  were  not  sustained,  and  that  the  final  proof 
shows  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  residence, 
cultivation,  and  improvement.  It  was  therefore  accepted  and  you 
directed  that  final  certificate  should  issue.  You  also  denied  the  pro- 
testant the  right  of  appeal. 

So  far  as  it  appears  from  this  {petition,  Mitchell  was  a  mere  protest- 
ant, and  while  he  alleges  that  by  due  course  of  law  and  practice  he  had 
become  a  contestant  of  the  claim  of  Wiles,  and  was  therefore  entitled 
to  the  preference  right  of  entry,  he  does  not  affirmatively  show  what 
acts  he  performed  in  fulfillment  of  the  requirements  of  the  law  that  eii' 
titled  him  to  the  rights  of  a  contestant. 

Besides,  it  is  not  shown  that  Wiles  had  not  complied  with  the  lawas 
to  residence,  cultivation,  and  improvement  of  the  tract,  or  that  it  was 
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error  to  accept  and  approve  aaid  proof^  and  direct  the  issuance  of  final 
certificate. 

With  reference  to  the  alleged  right  of  Mitchell^  it  appears  that  he 
claims  under  a  conv^ance  from  one  Matthew  Johnsoni  who  formerly 
filed  for  the  land  under  the  pre-emption  law,  which  was  contested  by 
Wiles,  who  procured  the  canceUation  of  it  May  21, 1S8& 

The  application  is  denied* 


MIXIKG  CLAIM— EKTBT  -PATMBNT   BBIiOCATlOK. 

Febgtjson  V.  The  Belyoib  Mill  aub  Mining  Oo. 

A  mineral  entry  cannot  be  perfected  if  the  requisite  payment  is  not  made  on  appli- 
cation for  patent,  thongh  the  proof  may  show  dne  compliance  with  law  in  other 
lespeots;  and,  if  the  statatory  requirement  in  the  matter  of  annual  work  and  ex- 
penditure is  not  subsequently  observed,  the  claim  becomes  subject  to  re-location. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissumer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

12^  1892. 

On  the  12th  of  Jnne,  1884,  the  Belyoir  Mill  and  Mining  Oompany, 
a  corporation,  filed  in  the  local  land  office  at  Sacramento,  Oalifor 
nia,  its  application  for  patent  for  the  Belyoir  lode  and  mill-site,  lots  61 
A  and  B  in  T.  12  K.,  B.  8  E.,  being  mineral  application  Ko.  1410,  and 
famished  all  the  evidence  necessary  to  entitle  it  to  make  final  entry. 

On  the  2d  of  April,  1889,  Luke  Ferguson,  the  plaintiff  in  this  c>ase, 
filed  with  the  recorder  of  Placer  county,  CaJifomia,  the  county  in 
which  the  claim  is  situated,  a  notice  of  location  of  the  Boulder  lode 
claim,  whicb,  in  ^ect,  is  a  relocation  of  the  BelT<dr  lode  claim. 

On  the  2l8t  of  May,  1889,  he  applied  to  the  local  office  for  a  heaiing 
to  determine  the  truth  of  his  allegations  that  the  company  had  aban- 
doned its  claim,  and  had  fedled  to  do  the  required  assessment  work 
thereon  for  over  two  years,  and  he  asked  for  the  cancellation  of  its 
application  for  patent.  *The  local  officers  thereupon  ordered  a  hearing, 
to  determine  whether  or  not  said  company,  by  failure  to  comply  with 
the  law,  had  abandoned  its  claim  under  its  application  for  patent,  and 
whether  Ferguson  was  entitled  to  make  entry  as  a  relocator. 

After  the  taking  of  considerable  testimony  at  the  hearing  and  after 
the  contestant  had  closed  his  case,  the  company  made  a  yerified  appli- 
cation for  a  continuance,  and  for  a  commission  to  take  the  testimony  of 
certam  absent  and  material  witnesses.  The  continuance  was  granted^ 
bat  not  the  commission,  and  firom  the  reftisal  of  the  local  officers  to  grant 
the  commission  the  company  sought  to  appeal  to  your  office.  The 
local  officers  held  that  their  order  denying  the  commission  was  interlo- 
cntory,  and  no  appeal  could  be  taken  therefrom,  but  consented  to  for- 
ward the  application  for  a  commission,  and  the  attempted  appeal  from 
their  decision  thereon,  to  your  office  for  consideration. 
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When  the  date  to  which  the  case  was  continued  arrived,  the  contest- 
ant appeared  with  additional  witnesses.  The  company  protested 
against  the  allowafice  of  any  additional  testimony,  during  the  pendency 
of  its  appeal  to  your  office,  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  refiis- 
ing  its  application  for  a  commission.  The  local  officers  overruled  such 
protest,  heard  the  testimony  offered  by  the  contestant,  and  on  the  10th 
of  December,  1889,  united  in  a  decision  holding  that  mineral  applica- 
tion 1410  should  be  canceled. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office,  and  the  record 
in  the  case  was  received  by  you  on  the  13th  of  February,  1890.  Aft^ 
examining  it,  you  decided  that  the  local  officers  erred  in  denying  the 
company's  application  for  a  commission,  and  without  considering  the 
case  upon  its  merits,  you  returned  the  record  to  the  local  office  on  the 
28th  of  March,  1890,  with  instructions  to  those  officers  to  issue  a  com- 
mission to  some  competent  and  suitable  person  in  San  Francisco  to  talce 
the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  named,  and  to  render  Cheir  decision 
upon  the  completed  record,  and  report  to  you  as  required  by  the  regu- 
lations. 

These  instructions  were  complied  with,  and  on  the  9th  of  June,  1890, 
the  register  and  receiver  rendered  their  second  decision  in  the  case,  in 
which  they  reached  the  same  conclusion  as  in  their  first,  and  held  ^^that 
mineral  .application  1410  be  canceled.'^  From  that  decision  an  apx>eal 
was  taken  to  your  office,  and  on  the  18th  of  October,  1890,  you  affirmed 
the  same.  A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  to  this  Department  for 
consideration. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  presents  several  peculiar  and  unusual  fea- 
tures.  A  company  which  had  expended  between  twenty  and  forty 
thousand  dollars  in  developing  its  mine  and  carrying  on  its  business, 
failed  to  make  the  payment  of  $65,  which  should  have  accompanied  its 
application  for  a  patent.  When  it  was  discovered  that  this  payment 
had  not  been  made,  the  amount  was  tendered  to  the  local  officers  who 
declined  to  accept  it  on  account  of  an  intervening  adverse  claim.  Under 
the  belief  that  its  entry  had  been  completed,  the  company  suspended 
its  underground  mining  operations  in  December,  1886,  and  shut  down 
its  mill  in  February,  1887,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  capable  of  doing 
the  heavy  work  required. 

Numerous  experiments  satisfied  the  company  that  to  work  the  mine" 
profitably,  a  more  powerful  miU  was  necessary,  and  it  decided  upon  the 
removal  of  the  old,  and  the  erection  of  a  new  one.  During  this  time, 
the  work  and  expenditure  upon  the  mine  required  by  section  2324,  Ee- 
vised  Statutes,  was  not  performed  and  made,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  that  section,  the  mine  became  open  to  relocation.  Of 
this  circumstance  Ferguson  took  advantage,  and  made  his  relocation  on 
the  2d  of  April,  1889. 

It  was  not  until  this  relocation  that  the  company  became  aware  that 
its  entry  was  defective,  on  account  of  the  non-payment  of  the  $65, 
already  mentioned.    This  payment  is  one  of  the  requirements  enume^ 
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ated  in  section  2326,  Bevised  Statates,  to  be  complied  with  before  a  pat- 
ent can  be  obtained. 

From  the  evidence  in  the  case  yon  find  that  the  company  did  not 
intend  to  abandon  its  daim,  but  that  its  failure  to  perform  the  labor 
and  make  the  expenditure  each  year  required  by  section  2324  of  the 
statutes,  resulted  in  an  abandonment,  and  rendered  the  mine  open  to 
relocation.  I  am  compelled  to  concur  in  that  conclusion.  The  facets  are 
clear,  that  from  the  early  spring  of  1887,  to  the  time  of  the  relocation, 
in  April,  1889,  the  company  neglected  to  perform  any  labor  or  work,  or 
make  any  improvements  on  said  claim.  It  did  not  even  remove  the 
old  miDy  preparatory  to  building  a  new  one,  but  sold  it,  and-  the  pur- 
chaser did  the  removing.  This  neglect  on  its  part  was  in  the  belief 
that  its  entry  was  complete,  and  that  it  could  safely  discontinue  its  oi>- 
erations,  but  this  was  a  mistaken  belief,  growing  out  of  the  neglect  of 
its  own  officers. 

Upon  tlie  facts  in  the  case  the  local  officers  found  against  the  com- 
pany, and  you  concurred  in  their  judgment.  In  the  case  of  OresweU 
Mining  Company  v.  Johnson  (8  L.  D.,  440),  it  was  held  that  ^^  concur- 
ring decisions  of  the  local  officers  and  Oeneral  Land  Office  on  questions 
of  taycty  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  Department  unless  clearly  against 
the  weight  of  evidence."  I  find  no  such  situation  in  the  case  at  bar, 
and  the  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  afSrmed. 


MlimrO  CLAIMS-MISDESCBIPTION— PUBLICATION. 

Hoffman  et  al.  v.  Yenasd  et  al. 

An  application  for  a  mineral  patent  can  not  be  aUowed;  where  the  description  of  the 
claim  in  the  published  notioe  of  application  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  official 
field  notes  of  anxTey. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  La/nd  Office^  Ja/nuary 

12^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Frank  Hoffinan,  Henry  Denhalter 
and  Jacob  Euthi,  from  yonr  decision  of  October  4^  1890^  dismissing  their 
protest  against  the  issuing  of  patent  to  Thomas  Yenard  et  al.^  for  the 
Sanders  Lode  claim,  Salt  Lake  Oity,  TTtBih,  land  district. 

In  the  application  for  a  patent  made  by  Yenard  May  6, 1888,  it  is 
recited  that  the  description  of  said  claim  is  ^^  more  particularly  set  forth 
and  described  in  the  official  field  notes  of  survey  thereof,  hereto  at- 
tached, approved  the  19th  day  of  April,  1888,  and  in  the  official  plat  of 
said  survey  now  posted  conspicuously  upon  said  mining  claim  or  prem- 
ises, a  copy  of  which  is  filed  herewith.'' 

Section  2325  Eevised  Statutes,  provides  that  an  applicant  for  a  patent 
for  a  mining  claim  shall  file  in  the  proper  land  office  an  application  for 
a  patent,  under  oath,  showing  such  compliance  together  with  a  plat  and 
field  notes  of  the  claim  or  claims  in  common,  made  by  or  under  the 
direction  of  the  United  States  surveyor-general,  showing  accurately 
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the  boiiBdaries  of  the  claim  or  clauna,  which  shall  be  distinctly  marked 
by  monuments  on  the  ground  and  shall  post  the  same  onthe  daim,  et<r., 
and  further,  upon  the  filing  of  said  application^  plat^  field  notes,  notices, 
and  affidavits,  the  register  shall  publish  a  notice  of  such  application  for 
a  period  of  sisty  days. 

It  is  simply  repeating  a  truism  to  assert  that  so  far,  at  least,  as  the 
public  and  adverse  claimants  are  concerned,  the  only  true  and  correct 
foundation  for  an  application  for  a  patent  to  a  lode  claim  is  the  approved 
official  field  notes  and  plat  prepared  by  the  deputy  surveyor;  the  ap- 
plication must  conform  to  these  and  no  argument  is  necessary  to  show 
that  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  law  require  that  the. published 
notice  must  be  in  strict  conformity  with  the  foundation  of  the  applica- 
tion for  a  patent.  It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  Congress  that  notice 
of  a  claim  should  be  given  to  adverse  claimants  and  to  the  public  by 
means  of  the  published  notice;  hence  if  said  notice  is  defective  or 
erroneous,  neither  the  letter  nor  the  intention  of  the  law  is  carried  out. 
In  a  word,  there  must  be  a  strict  compliance  with  the  law  before  the 
land  department  can  obtain  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  patent.  The  ques- 
tion to  be  determined  is^  has  there  been  such  a  compliance  with  the  law 
in  the  case  at  bart 

In  the  published  notice  of  application  for  patent,  as  a  part  of  the 
description  of  the  location  of  the  claim  the  following  appears: 

From  post  No.  2,  U.  8.  M.  M.  No.  1,  bean  N.  62  degrees  E.  532  feet  dUtant.  .  •  .  . 
The  nearest  known  locations  being  the  '*  Black  Hawk"  and  " Beeby ''  lodes. 

These  statements  are  not  founded  upon  the  approved  field  notes  of 
the  deputy  surveyor,  as  in  said  field  notes  he  states: 

.  From  Post  No.  3  of  the  claim  U.  8.  mineral  monument  No.  1  bears  N.  6  degrees 
B.  532  feet  actnal  measurement.    There  were  no  praetiealRle  bearing  ol^ects,  and 

the  original  boundary  posts  had  been  swept  away  by  snow  sUdes. The 

nearest  known  claims  are  the  Highland  lot  164,  and  the  Buckeye  on  the  North  lot  88. 

The  published  notice  was  not  in  conformity  with  the  law,  it  was 
erroneous  and  misleading,  and  faQed  to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the 
law,  as  it  failed  to  give  the  correct  location  of  the  claim,  hence  a  patent 
can  not  be  issued  upon  the  same.  I  do  not  deem  it  essential  to  discuss 
other  points  which  might  be  raised  in  the  case.  It  is  sufficient  that  the 
Department  has  not,  as  yet,  obtained  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  patent 
Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed,  and  before  a  patent  can  issue  the 
law  must  be  complied  with. 

In  your  decision  the  Acting  Oommissioner  says: 

The  printed  notice  of  application  for  patent  attached  to  the  publisher's  affidayit 
of  pnbUcation  appears  to  have  been  mutilated  so  that  the  actnal  course  of  the  con- 
nection line  of  the  survey  as  printed  cannot  be  ascertained.  The  same  mutilation 
occurs  in  the  printed  copy  attached  to  the  register's  certification  of  posting  in  the 
land  office.  You  will  require  the  filing  of  another  affidavit  by  the  publisher  with  a 
perfect  copy  of  the  printed  notice  of  the  Sanders'  appUcatlon  attached. 

I  would  advise  that  in  such  cases,  action  by  you  be  suspended  until 
the  new  proof  has  been  furnished. 


PECISIONS  BELAXma  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS  47 

PUkCBB  PATBKT— KNOWN  liODE-MINEBAL  ENTBT. 

Pike's  Peak  Lobe. 

A  placer  patent  for  land  tnolnding  a  bown  lode^  not  specidcally  described  and  ez- 
oludedy  operates  to  convey  title  to  all  of  said  land,  and  terminate  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Depariiment  over  the  land  coTered  thereby. 

An  entry  of  a  lode  claim  in  conflict  with  a  patented  placer  need  not  be  canceled, 
bnt  may  be  properly  suspended  with  due  opxK>rtunity  given  for  the  institution 
of  proceedings  looMng  toward  the  vacation  of  the  placer  patent  as  to  the  land 
in  conflict. 

In  the  exercise  of  its  proper  supervision  over  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands  the 
Department  may  waive  questions  affecting  the  regularity  of  proceedings  below, 
and  render  such  judgment  as  shall  seem  Just  and  proper  in  the  case. 

Secretarjf  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  JawiiuMry 

13y  1892. 

This  appeal  is  taken  by  Patrick  A.  Largey  from  the  action  of  your 
office  rejecting  his  application  for  a  patent  to  the  Pike's  Peak  lode  claims 
lot  No.  174,  T.  3  K,  E.  8  W.,  Helena,  Montana. 

It  appears  that  said  daim  lies  wholly  within  the  limits  of  the  Upton 
et  al.  placer  claim;  that  application  to  enter  said  placer  claim  was  made 
July  18, 1879,  and  that  the  same  containing  153.49  acres  was  patented 
AprU  15, 1^1 ;  that  Largey  made  mineral  entry  for  the  said  lode  claim 
July  14^  1881;  that  April  9, 1883,  yonr  office  returned  the  plat  and  field 
notes  of  the  Pike's  Pei^  survey  and  directed  the  same  to  be  amended 
under  the  ruling  in  the  Shonbar  lode  (1  L.  D.,  561;  same  S  L.  D.,  388;) 
80  as  to  be  reduced  to  twenty-five  feet  on  each  side  of  the  vein  (section 
2333  B.  S.) ;  that  no  action  was  taken  with  reference  to  said  order;  that 
l^ovember  25, 1889,  Largey  filed  in  yonr  office  said  application  for  patent 
to  the  full  ext^it  of  said  lode  daim;  that  January  8, 1890,  you  denied 
the  same;  that  January  22, 1890,  Largey  filed  a  motion  to  review  said 
decision;  that  by  letter  of  January  30, 1890,  you  submitted  the  case  to 
this  Department  for  instructions;  which  were  given  by  letter  dated 
February  21, 1890,  (10  L.  D.,  200) ;  that  th^eupon  you,  on  March  5, 
1890,  denied  said  motion  and  held  Largey's  entry  ^<for  cancellation  as  a 
ivhole"  and  that  the  pending  appeal  was  then  taken. 

The  Pike's  Peak  claim  is  based  upon  a  reloccUion  of  the  Bxoelsis  lode 
claim.  The  Excelsis  lode  was  located  by  William  Beagan,  October  16, 
1875,  for  fifteen  hundred  linear  feet  on  tiie  lode  and  one  hundred  and 
twenty-five  feet  on  each  side  thereof,  and  filed  with  the  county  recorder 
November  8, 1875.  Said  lode  was  relocated  as  the  Pik^s  Peak  No- 
vember 10, 1879,  by  Morgan  Gonnell  and  recorded  in  like  manner  No- 
vember 12, 1879.    Largey  claims  through  conveyance  from  OonnelL 

In  the  Shonbar  case,  mtproy  it  was  held  that  claimants  to  a  previously 
located  lode  within  the  limits  named  in  a  placer  patent,  who  failed  to 
Averse  the  plaoer  application,  were  restricted  by  the  statute,  section 
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2333,  to  their  lode  "  and  twenty-five  feet  of  surface  on  each  side  thereof^ 
Section  2333,  supra^  provides : 

Where  the  same  person,  aasooiation,  or  oorporatioii  is  in  possession  of  a  placer 
claim,  and  also  a  vein  or  lode  included  within  the  boundaries  thereof,  application 
shaU  be  made  for  a  patent  for  the  placer-claim,  with  the  statement  that  it  inclndei 
such  vein  or  lode,  and  in  such  case  a  patent  shall  issue  for  the  placer-claim,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  including  such  vein  or  lode,  upon  the  payment  of 
five  dollars  per  acre  for  such  vein  or  lode  claim,  and  twenty-five  feet  of  sarface  on 
each  side  thereof.  The  remainder  of  the  placer-claim,  or  any  placer-claim  not  em- 
bracing any  vein  or  lode  claim,  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  two  dollars  and  ^&j 
cents  per  acre,  together  with  all  costs  of  proceedings,  and  where  a  vein  or  lode,  sncli 
as  is  described  in  section  twenty-three  hundred  and  twenty,  is  known  to  exist  -withim 
the  boundaries  of  a  placer-claim,  an  application  for  a  patent  for  such  placer-clam 
which  does  not  include  an  application  for  the  vein  or  lode  claim  shall  be  constmed 
as  a  conclusive  declaration  that  the  claimant  of  the  placer-claim  has  no  ri^t  of 
possession  of  the  vein  or  lode  claim;  but  where  the  existence  of  a  vein  or  lode  in  s 
placer-claim  is  not  known,  a  patent  for  the  placer-claim  shall  convey  aU  valuable 
mineral  and  other  deposits  within  the  boundaries  thereol 

In  the  pending  application  counsel  insist  that  by  reason  of  its  prior 
location  the  Pike's  Peak  lode  was  '^  known"  and  therefore  under  said 
section  excepted  from  the  placer  patent,  and  that  the  claimants  conse- 
quently were  not  required  to  adverse  the  placer  application. 

This  is  stated  to  be  sustained  by  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in 
the  case  of  I^oyes  v.  Mantle  (127  IT.  S.,  348),  that  (page  354) 

Where  a  location  of  a  vein  or  lode  has  been  made  under  the  law,  and  its  boimda* 
ries  have  been  specifically  marked  on  the  surface,  so  as  to  be  readily  traced,  and 
notice  of  the  location  is  recorded  in  the  usual  books  of  record  within  the  district, 
we  think  it  may  safely  be  said  that  the  vein  or  lode  Is  known  to  exist,  although  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  fact  may  not  be  possessed  by  the  applicant  for  a  patent  of  s 
placer  claim.  The  information  which  the  law  requires  the  locator  to  give  to  the 
public  must  be  deemed  sufficient  to  acquaint  the  applicant  with  the  eziatenoeof  titf 
vein  or  lode. 

In  your  decision  of  January  8, 1890,  you  say,  ^^  deeming  the  decisiODB 
of  the  Department  in  the  Shonbar  case  the  precedents  which  thisofiBoe 
must  follow  in  this  class  of  cases  until  another  and  different  course  of 
procedure  is  laid  down  by  the  Hon.  Secretary^  declined  to  "  take  notice 
of  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Noyes  v.  Mantle, 
Bupra^  except  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the  particular  case  therein  consid- 
ered,'' and  denied  said  application. 

By  said  letter  of  March  6, 1890,  denying  appeUant- s  motion  for  review, 
you  found  under  the  departmental  instructions  of  February  21,  1890, 
supra^  <<  that  no  appeal  having  been  taken  firom  the  decision  of  April  9, 
1883,  aforesaid,  ordering  the  amended  survey  that  the  same  is  flnaL'' 

In  its  said  instructions  this  Department  found  it  unnecessary  to  dis- 
cuss the  conflict  between  the  decision  in  Noyes  f>.  Mantle  and  the  Shon- 
bar case,  supra^  for  the  reason  that  ^<  in  this  particular  case  your  office 
would  not  have  jurisdiction  to  review  the  decision  of  your  predecessor 
rendered  on  April  9|  1883,  which  has  become  final  there  being  no  api>eaL'' 
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The  appellaut,  however,  alleges  that  the  said  order  of  April  9, 1883, 
was  not  a  final  action  in  llie  case  and  consequently  not  api>ealable. 

Without  passing  upon  thia  contention  and  waiving  the  question  of 
your  authority  to  reverse  a  final  decision  by  yourpredecessor  involving 
tlic  same  matter,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  question  being  now  here 
this  Department  by  virtue  of  the  *^just  supervision''  that  the  law  vests 
in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  over  "all  proceedings  instituted  to  ac- 
(iuire  portions  of  the  public  lands"  has  jurisdiction  to  consider  the  case 
and  render  such  decision  as  in  his  opinion  shall  be  meet  and  proper 
under  the  circumstances.  McDonogh  School  Fund  (8  L.  D.,  463); 
Charles  W.  Filkins  (5  L.  D.,  49). 

Concerning  its  merits,  the  appellant's  case  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that  his  said  lode  claim,  having  been  known  to  exist  at  the  date  of  said 
placer  application,  and  not  having  been  included  therein,  was  by  the 
terms  of  section  2333,  supruy  excepted  from  the  placer  patent  and  that 
the  title  to  said  lode  claim  thus  remaining  in  the  government,  this  De- 
partment has  jurisdiction  to  consider  his  application  and  issue  to  him 
a  patent  for  the  said  lode. 

By  its  patent  issued  to  the  placer  claimants,  the  government  con- 
veyed (subject  to  certain  exceptions  not  affecting  the  Pike's  Peak  lode 
claim)  the  tracts  described  in  their  application.  The  said  patent  con- 
tained the  general  proviso  that  **  should  any  vein  or  lode 

be  claimed  or  known  to  exist  witliin  the  above  described  premises  at  the 
date  hereof  the  same  is  expressly  excepted  and  excluded  from  these 
presents,'*  but  contained  no  specific  reservation  of  the  Pike's  Peak  lode 
claim. 

In  the  said  letter  of  instructions  (10  L.  D.,  200),  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  issue  of  patent  to  the  placer  claimants  for  land  in- 
cluding the  lode  claim  here  in  question,  operated  to  pass  the  govern- 
ment's title  to  said  lode  claim,  was  discussed  at  length.  It  was  then 
held  in  eflTect  that  a  placer  patent  for  land  including  a  known  lode  not 
specifically  described  and  excluded,  conveyed  all  said  land'  and  formed 
no  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  "  the  issuance  of  patent  termi- 
nates the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  over  the  land  covered  thereby 
and  such  patent  can  be  invalidated  only  by  proceedings  in  the  proper 
court" 

This  ruling  was  followed  in  the  recent  and  analogous  case  of  the 

Pacific  Slox>e  lode  (12  L.  D.,  686),  where  a  known  lode  claim  based  on  a 

record  location  was  embraced  in  a  townsite  patent  which  contained  the 

proviso  that  "  no  title  shall  be  hereby  acquired  to  any  mine  of  gold, 

silver,  cinnabar  or  copper,  or  to  any  valid  mining  claim  or  possession 

held  under  existing  laws  of  Congress."    In  the  case  just  referred  to,  it 

^as  held  that  although  the  lode  claim  was  known  to  exist  at  the  date 

of  the  townsite  entry,  and  notwithstanding  the  said  provision,  the  issue 

of  the  townsite  patent  termiaated  the  departmental  authority  over  the 

groond  embraced  in  the  lode  claim.    It  is  true  that  section  2333,  supray 
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was  not  involved  in  the  Pacific  Slope  case,  supra.  But  the  conditions 
of  the  patent  considered  in  that  case  being  substantially  the  same  as 
those  contained  in  the  patent  involved  in  the  case  at  bar,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  ruling  in  said  case  is  in  line  with  the  doctrine  an- 
nounced in  the  said  letter  of  instructions,  supra. 

It  is  accordingly  held  that  the  title  to  the  ground  embraced  in  the 
Pike's  Peak  lode  claim  passed  out  of  the  United  States  with  the  issue 
of  patent  to  the  Upton  placer  claimants  and  that  the  pending  applica- 
tion for  patent  for  such  lode  claim  must  accordingly  be  denied  for  want 
of  jurisdiction.  I  cannot,  however,  concur  in  your  conclusion  that  the 
Pike's  Peak  entry  should  at  this  time,  be  canceled.  It  is  quite  possible 
that  by  proper  judicial  proceedings  such  claim  would  be  sustained  un- 
der the  decision  in  the  case  of  iN'oyes  v.  Mantle,  supra^  and  the  provis- 
ions of  section  2.'J33,  supra,  and  that  the  Upton  placer  patent  would  be 
vacated  to  the  extent  of  its  conflict  therewith. 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  said  entry  should  be  suspended 
for  such  period  as  would  afford  the  applicant  an  opportunity  to  insti- 
tute such  proceedings  or  to  apply  for  a  recommendation  by  this  De. 
partment  of  a  suit  to  re-invest  in  the  United  States  the  title  to  the 
lode  claim  in  question.  The  appellant's  claim,  as  heretofore  shown, 
being  relegated  to  the  courts,  it  will  be  unnecessary  for  me  to  discuss 
the  effect  of  your  said  letter  of  April  9,  1883,  or  the  merits  of  the  de- 
cision in  the  Shonbar  case  therein  cited. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  modified  in  accordance  with  the  views 
hereinbefore  outlined. 


INADVERTENT  NOTATION-SURREXDER  OF  PATENT. 

Eddy  v.  University  of  Illinois. 

A  tract  of  land  is  uot  segregated  from  the  pnblic  domaiii  by  an  inadvertent  nota- 
tion of  its  disposition  on  the  tract  book  and  plat  in  the  local  office. 

An  informal  application  to  surrender  a  patent,  and  take  certain  other  land,  in  cider 
to  correct  an  error  of  the  Land  Department  and  avoid  litigation,  may  properly 
be  held  to  reserve  the  land,  thus  applied  for,  from  other  disposition. 

A  patent  may  be  surrendered  and  other  land  taken  in  satisfaction  thereof,  where,  by 
such  action,  litigation  to  correct  an  error  of  the  Land  Department  is  avoided. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  January  13, 1892. 

On  August  7,  1867,  the  following  location  of  agricultural  college 
scrip  (Ko.  1491)  was  made  at  the  land  office  at  St.  Cloud,  Minn. : 

I,  Illinois  Industrial  University,  of  Champaign  county,  Stat«  of  Illinois,  hereby 
apply  to  locate  and  do  locate  the  S£.  quarter  of  section  No.  24,  in  township  No.  124, 
of  range  No.  36,  in  the  district  of  lands  subject  to  sale  at  the  land  ofQce  at  St.  Clond, 
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cou  taming  one  hundred  i^nd  sixty  acres^  in  satisfaction  of  the  attached  scrip  num- 
bered 1491,  State  of  Illinois,  issued  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1862. 
Witness  my  hand  this  7th  day  of  August,  A.  D.,  1867. 

Illinois  Industrial  University. 

M.  C.  GOLTRA,  TruBtee. 
Attest : 

H.  C.  Watt,  lUgUter. 
H.  C.  BuRBANK,  Meceiver. 

The  following  certificate  was  attached  thereto: 

Land  Office,  St.  Clottb,  Minn., 

August  7,  1867, 

We  hereby  certify  that  the  above  location  is  correct,  being  in  accordance  with  law 
and  instructions. 

H.  C.  Burbank,  Reoeivm'. 
H.  C.  Wait,  BegUter. 

A  patent  was  issued  to  said  University 'for  said  south-east  quarter 
March  1, 1872. 

The  local  officers  by  mistake  and  inadvertence  noted  and  marked 
said  location  on  their  tract  book  and  plat  as  made  on  the  southwest 
quarter  of  said  section. 

As  said  south-east  quarter,  by  reason  of  said  erroneous  marking^ 
appeared  on  the  books  of  the  local  officers  to  be  vacant  land,  they  al- 
lowed the  same  to  be  again  located  on  October  14, 1867,  by  Calvin  F. 
How,  in  satisfaction  of  agricultural  college  scrip  (No.  1000),  State  of 
Massachusetts,  and  a  patent  was  issued  on  this  location  July  20, 1869, 
in  the  name  of  William  L.  Fuller,  as  assignee  of  said  How. 

On  June  25, 1890,  Frank  M.  Eddy  made  application  at  the  land  office 
at  Marshall,  Minn.,  to  enter  said  south-west  quarter  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  timber  culture  act  of  June  14, 1878  (20  Stat.,  113),  which 
application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  because,  according  to  their 
records,  said  land  had  been  located  by  said  University.  An  appeal 
was  taken  and  said  opinion  was  affirmed  by  you  October  4, 1890,  on  the 
ground  that, — 

Applications  are  now  pending  before  this  office  in  behalf  of  the  parties  interested 
for  a  correction  of  the  locations  and  patents  issaed  thereon,  which  withdraws  from 
appropriation,  the  said  south-west  quarter. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

Although  both  the  local  officers  and  yourself  concur  in  rejecting 
Eddy's  application,  these  decisions  are  based  upon  non-concurring 
grounds. 

The  finding  of  the  local  officers  was  based  upon  the  ground  that  the 
said  University  had  located  the  said  south-west  quarter,  but  this  was  an 
error:  the  said  University  had  made  no  such  location.  The  said  south- 
vest  quarter  had  never  been  located  or  disposed  of  to  any  one.  The 
noting  upon  the  .book  and  plat  of  the  local  office  that  it  had  been 
located  did  not  alter  the  fact  of  its  non-location.    Such  marking  was  an 
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inadvertence  which  did  not  change  the  status  of  the  land.    It  did  not 
segregate  it  from  the  public  domain. 

In  the  case  of  McAndrew  t?. Chicago, M.&  St.P.Ey.Co.  (5  L.  D.,202), 
it  was  held  that, — 

The  mere  inadvertent  marking  on  the  books  of  the  local  office  conld  in  no  sense  be 
regarded  as  a  disposal  of  the  land.  No  one  was  seeking  its  ownership,  consequently 
there  was  no  one  to  whom  disposal  conld  be  made.  It  conld  not  be  construed  as  a 
reservation  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  (Cole  v.  Bfarkley^  2  L.  D.  847),  for  this 
would  imply  a  purpose,  while  inadvertence  denotes  the  absence  of  purpose,  or  thai 
a  thing  is  done  contrary  to  purpose  and  intention. 

The  finding  of  the  local  officers  therefore,  being  based  upon  an  erro- 
ncons  record,  cannot  be  sustained. 

Your  decision  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  parties  interested  in  the 
said  south-east  quarter,  under  the  two  patents  issued  for  the  same, 
have  made  application  for  a.correction  of  their  locations  and  patents. 

For  some  reason  the  first  patent  was  issued  for  How's  location,  which 
was  second  in  time  and  illegal  in  its  inception.  But  that  patent  con- 
veyed the  legal  title.  The  court  say,  in  Moore  v.  Bobbins  (96  U.  S., 
530,  533),— 

With  the  title  passes  away  all  authority  or  control  of  the  Executive  Department 
over  the  land,  and  over  the  title  which  it  has  conveyed..  It  would  be  as  reasonable 
to  hold  that  any  private  owner  of  land  who  has  conveyed  it  to  another  can,  of  his 
own  volition,  recall,  cancel,  or  annul  the  instrument  which  he  has  made  and  deliv- 
ered. If  fraud,  mistake,  error,  or  wrong  has  been  done,  the  courts  of  justice  present 
the  only  remedy. 

In  United  States  v.  Stone  (2  Wallace  525,  535),  the  court  says, — 

A  patent  is  the  highest  evidence  of  title,  and  is  conclusive  as  against  the  govern- 
ment, and  all  claiming  under  junior  patents  or  titles,  until  it  is  set  aside  or  annulled 
by  some  judicial  tribunal.  In  England  this  was  originally  done  by  geire  famas,  bat 
a  bill  in  chancery  is  found  a  more  convenient  remedy. 

Nor  is  fraud  in  the  patentee  the  only  ground  upon  which  a  bUl  will  be  sustained. 
Patents  are  sometimes  issued  unadvisedly  or  by  mistake,  where  the  officer  has  no 
authority  in  law  to  grant  them,  or  where  another  party  has  a  higher  eq[ulty  and 
should  have  received  the  patent.  In  such  cases  courts  of  law  will  pronounce  them 
void.  The  patent  is  but  evidence  of  a  grant,  and  the  officer  who  issues  it  acts  min- 
isterially and  not  judicially.  If  he  issues  a  patent  for  land  reserved  from  sale  by 
law,  such  patent  is  void  for  want  of  authority.  But  one  officer  of  the  land  office  is 
not  competent  to  cancel  or  annul  the  act  of  his  predecessor.  That  is  a  Judicial  act, 
and  requires  the  judgment  of  a  court. 

Under  these  circumstances  two  courses  were  open  to  the  TJniversity. 
It  could  have  brought  proceedings  before  a  courtof  competent  jurisdic- 
tion to  set  aside  the  patent  issued  to  said  Fuller,  on  the  ground  that 
the  University  location  preceded  the  How  location,  and  upon  proving 
this  priority  of  such  initiatory  step  the  Fuller  patent  would  have  been 
set  aside. 

The  party  who  takes  the  initiatory  step  in  such  cases,  if  followed  up  to  patent,  is 
deemed  to  have  acquired  the  better  right  as  against  others  to  the  premises.  The 
patent  whirli  is  afterwards  issued  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  initiatory  act,  and 
cuts  off  all  intervening  claimants.  Shepley  et  al  v.  Cowan  et  al  (91  U.  S.,  330,  837)  j 
United  States  v,  Missouri  Railway  (141  U.  S.,  358,  381). 
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Or,  the  University  might,  "  to  save  Utigation,  expense  and  vexation'^ 
have  surrendered  its  patent  and  equitable  title  to  the  government.  (See 
Juniata  Lode,  13,  l.  d.,  716,  717.)  Upon  such  surrender  it  could  apply 
to  locate  its  scrip  on  any  other  public  land,  and,  if  it  was  the  first  legal 
applicant,  such  application  could  be  allowed,  and  a  new  location  of  its 
scrip  could  be  made. 

This,  in  e£fect,  is  what  the  University  proposed  to  do  several  years 
ago,  as  the  correspondence  transmitted  with  the  papers  shows.  The 
name  of  the  University  was  changed  to  "The  University  of  Illinois" 
by  act  of  the  Illinois  legislature,  approved  June  19, 1885. 

Selim  H.  Peabody,  Regent  of  the  University,  on  October  26, 1886, 
wrote  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  as  follows: 

In  view  of  all  the  circnmstaiices  the  Uniyersity  is  diaposed  to  accept  a  settlement 
of  the  case  which  shall  give  to  it  a  clear  title  to  the  eonth-west  quarter  of  the  section. 
If  the  Land  Office  is  of  the  same  opinion  as  was  indicated  by  the  officers  to  me  last 
spring,  I  should  be  glad  if  they  wiU  indicate  the  precise  steps  to  be  taken  to  accom- 
plish this  result. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  University  held  iNovem- 

ber  9, 1886,  the  said  Regent  and  Mr.  Chas.  Bennett  were  appointed  a 

committee  "with  fall  power  to  act  for  the  University  and  to  protect  its 

interests  in  said  Minnesota  lands." 
Acting  under  the  power  so  conferred,  said  committee  on  April  20, 

1887,  made  application  for  said  south-west  quarter  as  follows: 

As  the  S£  i  has  been  several  times  transferred  in  good  faith,  and  is  now  claimed 
by  a  person  who  has  made  actual  improTements  upon  the  land;  and  as  the  removal 
of  the  cloud  of  title  to  said  land  in  behalf  of  the  University  is  liable  to  cause  much 
trouble,  litigation  and  expense^  the  undersigned  respectfully  petition  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office  that  he  wiU  cause  proper  steps  to  be  taken  to  aUow 
the  University  of  Illinois  to  relinquish  all  claim  to  the  south-east  quarter  of  section 
24,  Tp.  124,  B.  36,  and  to  receive  in  lieu  thereof  a  clear  title  to  the  south-west  quar- 
ter of  the  same  section. 

This  application  was  fGied  in  the  General  Land  Office  more  than  a 
year  before  Eddy's  application  was  tendered  at  the  local  office,  and 
thus  the  University  was  the  first  legal  applicant  for  said  south-west 
quarter.  It  further  appears  that  it  has  not  transferred  its  equitable 
title  to  said  south-east  quarter. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  Eddy  that  this  application  does  not 

comply  with  the  rule  that  requires  amendments  of  applications  and  en- 
tries to  be  filed  with  the  local  officers.  (General  Land  Office  Circular 
1889,  p.  51.)  But  this  is  not  an  application  to  amend  the  entry, 
for  the  original  location  was  proper  and  legal;  the  mistake  was  made 
by  the  local  officers  in  erroneously  recording  the  location  upon  their 
books,  for  which  the  University  is  not  in  any  wise  responsible. 
This  is  therefore  an  exceptional  case,  not  provided  for  in  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  Department,  and  can  properly  be  disposed  of  upon 
equitable  principles  in  the  exercise  of  "the  directory  and  supervisory 
powers"  conferred  by  law  upon  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  by  wav- 
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ing  any  informality  or  il'regularity  iii  said  application,  and  considering 
it  as  sufficient  to  segregate  from  the  public  domain  the  said  south-west 
quarter. 

Upon  the  isurrender  of  the  patent  issued  to  said  University,  with  a 
relinquishment  indorsed  thereon,  together  with  a  quit-claim  deed  from 
said  University  to  the  United  States,  recorded  in  the  office  for  the 
record  of  deeds  in  the  county  where  said  land  lies,  with  a  certificate 
from  the  proper  recording  officer  of  said  cotinty,  that  said  TJniversity 

has  not  transferred  or  encumbered  the  title  acquired  by  said  patent, 
said  location  of  college  scrip  (Fo.  1491)  may  be  canceled,  and  said  scrip 
may  be  located  upon  said  south-west  quarter,  and  patent  may  issne 
immediately  thereupon  to  said  Univeirsiiy. 
Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


BXTLS  14  OF  PRACTICE-TIMBER  AND  STOKE  ENTRIBS. 

(Ciroular.) 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Opfiob, 
Washington,  D.  0.,  January  7, 189J9, 
Eegisters  and  Receivers: 

Heretofore,  rule  14  of  practice  has  been  construed  to  apply  to  pro- 
ceedings by  the  government  against  all  classes  6f  entries.  Said  rule  is 
hereby  modified  as  to  timber  and  stone  entries  in  so  far  as  it  requires  a 
copy  of  the  notice  to  be  posted  on  the  land.  Hereafter,  when  proceed- 
ings are  commenced  by  the  government  against  this  class  of  entries, 
and  it  becomes  necessary  to  serve  notice  by  publication,  the  posting  of 
notices  upon  the  land  will  not  be  required. 

Thos.  H.  Garter 

CommisHoner, 
Approved 

John  W.  Koble. 
January  18,  1892. 

mineral.  LiAND-9I7RVEYOR  GENERAL.'S  return— SETTIiEMBST. 

Walton  v.  Batten  et  al. 

Where  a  mineral  entry  has  been  allowed  on  land  returned  as  agricnltnral  thie  pr^ 
Bnmptiou,  as  to  the  character  of  the  lanu.  created  by  the  return,  no  longer  ex- 
ists, and  the  burden  of  proof  will  thereafter  lie  with  one  who  alleges  that  the 
land  is  in  fact  agricultural. 

In  an  issue  joined  between  a  claimant  under  the  mineral  law,  and  ah  agricaltaFA/ 
olaimant,  the  matter  to  be  determined  is  whether,  as  a  present  fact,  the  land  i> 
more  valuable  for  mineral  than  for  agricultural. 

Settlement  and  improvement  constructively  extend  to  all  parts  of  the  quarter  sec- 
tion claimed  by  the  settler. 
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First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  January  14^  189^, 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  William  Walton  v,  John  Batten,  et  aJ.^ 
on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  January  3, 1891,  dismiss- 
ing his  protest  against  the  mineral  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  SWJ  of 
SWJ,  Sec.  15,  T.  6  S.,  R.  3  W.,  Helena,  Montana,  land  district. 

It  appears  of  record  that  on  September  13, 1883,  John  Batten,  Wil- 
liam Marr,  Julien  McKnight,  and  Lawrence  A.  Fenner  made  application 
to  enter  this  tract,  together  with  certain  other  parcels  and  tracts  in 
the  vicinity.  On  June  22, 1886,  after  due  notice  and  posting,  final  cer- 
tificate was  issued  for  the  land  embraced  in  the  application. 

On  October  24, 1888,  Walton  protested  against  the  issuance  of  patent 
for  this  tract  in  controversy,  alleging  in  his  protest,  substantially,  that 
it  was  non -mineral;  (2)  that  he  was  a  Inma  fide  resident  of  the  land, 
having  been  upon  the  8WJ  of  Sec.  15  since  1873  when  the  land  was 
embraced  in  the  grant  to  the  iN'orthem  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and 
that  he  had  a  contract  of  purchase  from  said  company  dated  October  9, 
1884;  (3)   that  after  the  claimants  had  filed  for  the  land  he  made  an 
agreement  with  Fenner  who  acted  for  them  to  the  efffect  that  he  (Wal- 
ton) would  not  assert  an  adverse  claim  or  protest,  and  Fenner  was  to 
deed  him  the  tract  in  controversy,  except  a  small  piece,  about  an  acre, 
that  extended  into  Alder  gulch,  and  that  relying  upon  the  "  word  of 
honor '^  of  Fenner,  he  did  not  assert  his  claim  or  protest  their  applica- 
tion, and  that  upon  receiving  the  final  receipt,  Fenner  had  refused  to 
fulfill  his  promise  or  give  him  any  written  contract  or  bond  for  a  deed. 
He  asked  a  hearing  that  he  might  prove  the  truth  of  his  allegations, 
which  was  granted  by  your  oflBce  October  12,  1888.    Hearing  was  reg- 
ularly held,  and  on  May  31, 1890,  the  local  officers  passed  upon  the  case, 
and  held  that: 

From  a  review  of  the  same  (the  teBtimouy)  it  is  clearly  apparent  that  so  far  as 
the  testimony  sfaoWs  it  is  uon-mineral  land  and  only  held  for  its  prospective  value, 
as  the  claimants  have  not  demonstrated  by  actual  working  and  results  any  mineral 
character  whatever.    We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  entry  should  be  canceled. 

From  this  action  the  claimants  appealed. 

Your  office,  on  January  3,  1891,  considered  the  case.    You  say: 

The  land  in  controversy  herein  was  surveyed  in  1870  and  returned  by  the  surveyor 
general  as  agricultural  land. 

You  further  say,  substantially,  that  if  the  contest  was  against  an 
agricultural  claim  the  burdenof  proof  would  be  upon  the  mineral  claim- 
ants, but  as  the  mineral  claimants  have  a  filing  of  record,  the  bui-den 
Bhiiljs,  and  that  the  onus  prohandi  i^  xi^on  the  agricultural  claimant. 
You  found  that  the  protestant  had  not  ftimished  sufficient  evidence  to 
sbow  that  the  land  was  non-mineral,  and  you  reversed  the  local  officers, 
dismissing  the  protest  and  leaving  the  mineral  entry  intact.  From  this 
decision  Walton  appealed. 
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■ 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  that  you  erred  on  the  rule  of  law  as  to  the 
burden  of  proof.  The  return  of  the  surveyor-general  that  the  land  is 
agricultural  raises  the  legal  presumption  that  it  is  of  that  character  and 
it  may  be  sold  as  such  without  any  further  proofl  Bouvier,  in  his  law 
dictionary,  gives  the  rule  thus:  "In  general  wherever  the  law  presumes 
the  aflfirmative,  it  lies  on  the  party  who  denies  the  fact,  to  prove  the 
negative.''  This  was  done  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the  local  officers,  on 
considering  the  evidence  offered  by  the  mineral  claimants,  held  that  the 
surveyor-general's  return -was  erroneous,  and  entered  theland  of  record 
as  mineral. 

In  Mulligan  v.  Hanson  (10  L.  D.,  311)  cited  by  counsel,  the  affidavit 
of  protest  was  filed  before  the  officers  passed  upon  the  case,  and  it  was 
there  said,  substantially,  that  the  affidavit  of  protest  offset  the  non- 
mineral  affidavit  of  the  agricultui*al  claimant  thus  leaving  the  legal  pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  surveyor  general's  return  to  be  overcome  by 
evidence.  The  cases  are  thus  distinguished,  and  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
burden  is  upon  Walton  to  show  that  the  land  is  non-mineral. 

The  matter  of  the  alleged  agreement  between  Walton  and  Fenner  is 
not  a. material  matter  in  this  case.  Walton  had  a  contract  of  purcha^se 
with  the  railroad  company  for  the  SWJ  of  Sec.  16,  and  claims  also  that 
he  made  a  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  but  these  matters  are  not  be- 
fore me.  The  matter  to  be  determined  is  whether  the  tract  in  question* 
is  mineral  land  or  otherwise. 

In  Peirano  et  ah  v,  Pendola  (10  L.  D.,  536)  it  was  said,  after  a  full  dis- 
cussion of  the  subject,  that  the  matter  to  be  determined  is  whether  ^^as 
a  present  fact,"  (the  land)  "is  more  valuable  for  mineral  than  for  agri- 
culture." 

In  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  claimed  that  Walton  has  no  improvements  on 
this  particular  "  forty  acre"  tract,  and  it  is  shown  that  his  house,  barn, 
root-house  and  other  improvements  are  on  the  adjoining  "  forty,"  but 
close  to  the  line.  This  is  immaterial  as  his  settlement  and  improvement 
are  constructively  on  the  quarter  section  claimed,  no  matter  what  part 
of  the  tract  they  are  upon. 

To  sum  up  the  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  land  is  mineral,  we 
have  many  words  and  but  little  proof.  There  is  no  plat  of  the  ground, 
or  topographical  map  furnished,  and  it  is  somewhat  difficult  to  clearly 
understand  the  "  lay  of  the  land,"  but  it  appears  that  the  main  body  of 
the  tract  in  controversy  is  roUing  "bench"  land  lying  north-east  of 
Alder  creek  which  runs  north-west  out  of  section  22  across  the  comer  of 
section  21  into  section  16,  passing  within  a  few  rods  of  the  south-west 
corner  of  section  15;  that  the  south-west  corner  of  the  tract  in  contro- 
versy slopes  toward  the  creek.  A  public  road  running  on  the  north 
side  of  the  creek,  and  about  parallel  with  it,  cuts  off  a  triangular  piece 
of  this  land,  containing  about  one  acre. 

Taking  the  testimony  generally,  I  find  that  by  an  old  miner's  law  of 
this  (Montana)  mining  district,  each  miner  was  allowed  to  occupy  a 
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strip  of  ground  one  hundred  feet  wide  from  the  center  of  Alder  creek 
back  to  the  foothills  or  mountains.  From  the  creek  back  to  the  first 
<< rim-rock  "  on  either  side  was  called  a  ^^  gulch"  claim.  From  the  first 
to  second  "  rim-rock  ^  was  called  a  "  bar  ^  claim.  This  was  to  give  each 
miner  a  water  front  or  privilege,  and  he  could  mine  as  far  back  as  he 
wished.  The  gold  was  in  fine  particles  found  in  sand  and  gravel  depos- 
ited on  what  the  witnesses  call  a  ^<  bed  rock,"  but  it  was  simply  what  is 
known  as  a  "  water  bearing  strata  " — a  firm  deposit  that  water  would 
not  cut  away.  In  this  case  what  they  call  "bed-rock'*  was  usually  a 
clay  deposit,  but  in  places  farther  back  toward  the  foot  hills  the  clay 
was  wanting,  and  the  gravel  and  sand  bearing  gold  was  deposited  on 
rock.  The  general  formation  is  volcanic.  Mining  operations  have  been 
carried  on  in  "  Alder  Gulch  ^  since  1863.  It  appears  that  the  richest 
deposit  is  near  the  center  of  the  gulch,  and  its  extent  on  either  side 
depends  upon  the  undulation  of  the  "bed-rock-''  on  which  the  gravel 
and  sand  bearing  gold  is  deposited.  In  some  places  paying  dirt  is 
found  fi[irther  from  the  center  than  in  others,  that  is,  the  out-crop  of 
the  "  rim-rock  "  comes  closer  to  the  stream  in  some  places  than  in  others. 
Fenner  says  the  "  rim-rock  "  on  the  side  next  to  the  land  in  controversy 
"passes  along  very  near  the  section  corner"  (SW.  cor.  of  15).  When 
asked  how  close,  and  on  which  side,  he  said  he  never  saw  it  exposed 
witlnn  twenty  feet  of  the  corner,  and  he  cannot  tell  exactly. 

It  appears  that  in  all  the  mining  that  has  been  done  along  this  gulch 
no  gold  has  ever  been  discovered  upon  this  tract.  When  Fenner  was 
asked  if  he  had  ever  seen  any  gold  taken  from  the  land  in  controversy, 
he  said  his  two  boys  aged  ten  and  twelve  years,  respectively,  took  some 
gold  with  a  "  rocker,"  about  a  year  ago,  from  the  south-west  comer.  He 
thinks  about  ten  cents  worth,  but  didn't  weigh  it;  did  not  see  them 
working;  he  only  knows  what  they  told  him  as  to  where  they  got  it, 
but  he  suspects  they  were  "  working  a  piece  of. ^rim-rock'  that  had  been 
cleaned." 

It  api>ears  that  after  the  hearing  was  ordered  by  your  office,  Walton 
dug  five  holes  on  tlie  tract,  fr-om  one  hundred  to  three  hundred  feet 
apart,  and  called  some  five  or  six  expert  miners  to  test  the  gravel  and 
sand  at  the  bottom  of  these  test  holes.  Some  of  the  men  went  to  the 
land  and  tested  the  deposit  at  the  bottom  of  two  holes,  but  reftised 
to  pan  any  dirt  from  the  bottom  of  the  others  because  they  were  not 
satisfied  that  they  could  say  on  oath  that  the  holes  were  down  to  bed- 
rock. They  returned  about  a  week  later  and  found  the  holes  dug  down 
to  what  they  were  satisfied  was  "  bed-rock."  One  was  down  to  the  gran- 
ite rock.  They  then  "panned"  each  one  pan  of  sand  and  gravel  from 
some  of  the  holes,  and  from  some  two  pans.  The  men  were  not  all  there 
at  one  time,  but  each  man  tested  each  hole,  and  each  says  upon  his  oath 
he  made  a  fair  test  and  found  no  color.  Fenner  and  some  four  or  five 
miners  went  to  these  holes  and  made  an  examination  of  them,  and 
took  some  measurements,  and  Fenner  says  he  took  some  levels,  and 


58  DECISIONS    RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

they  say  they  are  satisfied  that  the  holes  did  not  reach  bed-rock  by 
from  twenty  to  fifty  feet. 

ITone  of  the  witnesses,  as  expert  miners,  will  say  the  tract  is  mineral 
One  witness  for  claimants,  (Fisher)  when  aSked  ds  an  expiert  miner  famil- 
iar with  the  "gulch,"  if  it  was  mineral  land  said  he  could  not  say.  He 
says  the  holes  were  not  down  to  the  kind  of  bed-rock  he  had  worked  on, 
either  in  the  "  gulch  "  or  on  the  "  bar.''  He  never  knew  any  ihining  on 
the  side  of  the  road  on  which  this  land  lies,  except  a  pit  in  Junction 
district,  near  the  mouth  of  Granite,  a  couple  of  miles  below  the  land  in 
controversy,  maybe  more.  Granite  Creek  empties  into  Alder  Creek." 
One  witness  says  "  it  ought  to  bear  mineral,"  but  this  seems  to  be  upon 
the  theory  that  it  was  worthless  for  anything  else. 

Mr.  Fenner,  who  appears  to  be  an  intelligent  man,  and  the  principai 
of  the  company,  when  asked  if  he  had  ever  prospected  the  land» 
answered 

I  had  left  that  to  the  future,  when  in  the  progress  of  systematic  mining  I  oonld 
work  out  the  gold  which  I  am  certain  tl^is  tract  contains,  without  going  to  the  use- 
less expense  of  prospecting. 

Much  was  said  about  the  places  on  the  tract  where  these  test  holes 
were  sunk,  but  it  appears  that  Walton  some  years  before  with  several 
men  had  prospected  in  the  lower  parts  of  the  tract  without  any  success, 
and  the  men  whom  he  called,  who  seem  to  be  fair  men,  say  that  the 
holes  were  as  favorably  located  to  test  the  land  as  they  could  have 
been. 

The  entire  testimony  fails  to  show  that  any  part  of  this  tract  in  con- 
troversy is  mineral,  or  that  the  surveyor  general  was  in  error  when  lie 
returned  it  as  agricultural  land.  The  witnesses  introduced  by  Walton, 
expert  miners, who  know  the  land,  say  it  is  non-miuei....  The  land  can- 
not be  sold  as  mineral  land.  "As  a  present  fact"  there  is  no  gold  in 
it.  Mr.  Fenner  seems  to  prefer  a  theory  to  a  condition,  and  has  care- 
fully avoided  showing  the  conditions  necessary  to  its  sale  as  mineral 
land. 

The  burden  being  upon  Walton  to  show  that  this  land  is,  in  fact, 
non-mineral,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  he  has  done  so  by  the  best 
evidence  attainable  to  prove  a  negative.  In  fact,  considering  all  the 
evidence  offered  by  both  parties,  it  remains  that  for  more  than  twenty 
years  explorers,  prospectors,  and  miners  have  been  "  digging  and  pan- 
ning "  all  over  the  country,  and  no  one  has  ever  found  "  color, "  much 
less  "paying  dirt"  within  the  boundary  of  this  tract,  and  no  witne-*w 
can  be  found  who  will  say  that  the  land  is  mineral.  The  strong  pre- 
sumption arising  upon  the  facts  proven  cannot  be  overcome  by  a  mere 
supposition  that  there  is  gold  in  the  land.  It  certainly  has  not  been 
found. 

Your  decision  is  reversed,  and  the  entry  of  Batten  et  al,  is  canceled. 
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MrS7£BAL  liAND-UUKVKyOB  GSNIERAL'S  BSTrBN-^UBVET. 

Winters  et  al.  v.  Bliss. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  with  one  'Who  alleged  the  mineral  character  of  land  that  is 
returned  as  agricultural. 

The  present  existence  of  mineral  in  ench  quantity  as  to  render  the  land  more  ralu- 
able  for  mining  than  agriculture  must  be  shown  to  defeat  an  agricultural  entry.  • 

In  case  of  alleged  conflict  between  an  agricultural  entry  and  a  prior  placer  claim, 
the  actual  extent  of  said  claim  should  be  shown  by  a  survey  thereof  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  mining  regulations. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Jan- 
uary 14j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  in  the  case  of  William  H.  Winters  et  al. 
V.  David  F.  Bliss  from  your  office  decision  of  June  28,  1890,  involving 
the  validity  of  the  latter's  entry  under  the  homestead  law  for  NJ  of 
XWi,  SE4  of  NWi  and  lot  2,  Sec.  17,  T.  6  S.,  E.  13  E.,  Hailey  land 
district,  Idaho. 

It  appears  that  Bhss  made  entry  of  the  above  described  tract  Octo- 
ber 21, 1882,  and  that  on  February  8, 1888,  he  published  notice  of  his 
intention  to  present  proof  before  the  local  officers  in  support  of  his 
claim. 

On  April  2, 1888,  the  day  set  for  making  proof,  the  homesteader,  with 
his  witnesses,  appeared  at  the  local  office  and  at  the  same  time  and 
place  appeared  W.  H.  Winters  et  al,  and  filed  protest  against  the  entry 
alleging  that  the  land  was  valuable  for  mineral. 

A  hearing  was  had,  both  parties  being  present  with  counsel  and  their 
witnesses.  From  the  evidence  submitted,  the  local  officers  decided  that 
the  protest  against  the  homestea<l  should  be  dismissed  and  so  recom- 
mended. The  protestants  appealed,  and  your  office,  under  date  of 
June  28, 1890,  sustained  the  protest  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation 
to  the  extent  of  the  conflict  with  the  Trumpet,  Banner,  Jumbo,  Eureka, 
Ontario,  New  York  Bar,  and  Old  Smith  and  Justice  placer  mining 
claims.    From  this  decision  the  defendant  appeals. 

From  the  testimony  submitted  in  this  case,  appear  three  questions 
for  consideration: 

1st.  Do  the  placer  claims  above  mentioned  conflict  with  the  home- 
stead entry  of  Bliss. 

2nd  Have  the  placer  claims  been  exhausted  by  long  working. 

3d  Are  said  claims  so  far  as  they  conflict  with  the  Bliss  homestead 
of  more  value  for  mining  than  for  agricultural  puri)oses. 

It  is  shown  in  this  case  that  the  Eureka  was  located  as  a  placer  claim 
some  ten  years  prior  to  this  contest.  The  Ontario,  some  two  years  after 
the  Eureka;  the  New  York  Bar,  about  the  same  time,  and  the  Smith 
and  Jtisticd,  shortly  after  the  Eureka.    Therefore,  these  claims  were 
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located  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  Bliss  entry^  and  in  point  of  time  take 
precedence  thereto. 

These  claims  have  practically  been  worked  from  the  date  of  loct^on 
np  to  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Woodworth,  former  owner  of  the  Eureka,  testifies  that  lie  took 
out  of  said  placer  claim  from  $75  to  $240  per  month;  that  in  1 887,  five 
years  after  Bliss  made  his  homestead,  he  leased  said  claim  for  $100  per 
month,  and  then  in  the  same  year  sold  the  claim  to  the  present  owner, 
Winters,  for  $2600,  fifty  per  cent  of  the  output  of  the  mine  to  be  ajv- 
plied  to  the  payment  thereof,  but  the  record  shows  that  at  the  date  (ft 
contest  only  $146  had  been  received  in  accordance  with  said  ngreement 
Wood  worth  also  testifies  that  he  took  out  of  the  Ontario  the  second 
year  after  location  about  $7000  in  gold,  and  in  1885,  sold  the  claim  to 
Hunt  for '$200.    Hunt  testifies  that  when  the  claim  was  well  \irorked, 
he  would  receive  about  $150  per  month;  that  the  land  was  worth  from 
$100  to  $125  per  acre;  that  he  leased  the  Ontario  and  other  claims  and 
received  on  them  all  something  like  $500,  or  about  $40  on  the  ■  Ontario. 
Hunt  admitted  that  the  product  of  mining  on  the  Ontario  had  not  been 
what  he  anticix^atid.    Winters  and  Burdell  leased  the  Ontario  and  [N'ew 
York  Bar  and  commenced  work  in  September,  1887,  ditching   and 
working  on  the  same,  and  are  still  working  the  claims,  they  ba\nng 
expended  about  $1500,  but  there  is  no  satisfactory  evidence  that  the 
claims  have  paid  expenses.    It  is  claimed,  however,  that  they  were  only 
getting  ready  to  mine  gold,  and  only  cleaned  up  what  was  taken  from 
the  ditches.    Hunt  testifies  that  he  did  not  try  to  mine  for  profit  but 
only  to  keep  the  place  in  condition  for  sale. 

Connor  testified  that  he  worked  the  !New  York  Bar  and  another  claim 
south  of  that,  presumably  the  Smith  and  Justice,  for  two  years,  expended 
between  $1200  and  $1300,  and  only  took  out  about  $150,  fiirthennore, 
that  the  Ontario  lay  idle  for  about  two  years,  and  that,  in  his  judgment, 
the  mineral  is  about  exhausted.  Justice  testifies  that  he  has  mined  in 
that  section  eight  years ;  that  at  one  time,  he  owned  one-half  of  the  !New 
York  Bar  and  worked  it  in  1880  and  1881;  that  the  Ontario  and  Eureka 
do  not  more  than  pay  expenses,  and  that  he  believes  that  the  improve- 
ments placed  upon  these  worked  out  claims  are  for  speculative  purposes, 
as  he  has  been  asked  to  join  them  in  the  enterprise.  The  ground  is 
worthless  after  sluicing  and  taking  out  the  gold. 

In  relation  to  the  conflict  between  said  claims  and  the  Bliss  homestead, 
the  evidence  is  conflicting,  and  it  is  evident  that  the  boundaries  of  said 
claims  are  not  well  known  or  identified. 

Witnesses  for  the  contestant  testify  that  the  Bliss  homestead  covers 
some  fifteen  acres  of  the  Eureka  and  a  considerable  portion  of  the  other 
claims,  while  the  witnesses  for  the  defense  who  have  any  knowledge  of 
the  matter  say  that  there  is  no  conflict  with  the  Eureka,  BTew  York  Bar 
and  Smith  and  Justice  claims,  but  that  the  Ontario  conflicts  to  a  small 
extent  with  said  homestead. 


DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  61 

The  evidence  adduced  in  relation  to  the  Trumpet,  Banner  and  Jumbo 
claims  shows  that  the  locations  are  of  recent  date  and  that  they  are  com- 
paratively new  claims.  There  is  no  evidence  showing  that  said  claims 
are  being  mined,  have  ever  been  mined,  or  that  gold  or  other  valuable 
minerals  exist  therein  in  'sufficient  quantities  to  make  them  more  valua- 
ble for  mining  than  for  agriculture. 

It  is  generally  conceded  by  both  parties  to  this  contest  that  these 
claims  lie  partly  within  the  limits  of  the  Bliss  homestead. 

It  is  shown  that  the  soil  of  the  land  in  controversy  is  good  for  raising 
IrnitQ  and  for  agricultural  purposes;  that  good  crops  of  hay  and  other 
farm  products  have  been  raised  on  the  land;  that  some  six  acres  of  it 
have  been  set  out  in  fruit  trees  a  number  of  years  and  are  now  begin- 
ning to  bear;  that  there  are  between  fifty  and  sixty  acres  under  cultiva- 
tion, forty  acres  of  which  in  meadow. 

It  is  further  shown  that  Bliss  has  resided  on  his  entry  since  1879; 
that  he  has  a  good  frame  house  and  about  fifteen  hundred  small  fruit 
trees  and-  eleven  hundred  grape  vines,  besides  his  bearing  orchard; 
also  a  large  number  of  small  fraits  such  as  currants,  gooseberries,  straw- 
berries, etc.;  that  his  meadow  produces  about  eighty  tons  of  hay  annu- 
ally, worth  from  $9  to  $12  per  ton;  that  he  has  sold  since  living  on  his 
homestead  about  $1500  worth  of  horses  and  $3000  worth  of  cattle,  and 
that  he  now  owns  one  hundred  and  ten  horses  and  about  $2000  worth  of 
hogs. 

The  homestead  appears  to  be  in  a  good  state  of  cultivation,  fenced  and 
well  cared  for,  and  a  number  of  witnesses  testify  that  it,  with  its  valuable 
orchard  and  other  improvements  is  worth  from  $10,000  to  $12,000. 

The  lands  embraced  in  said  entry  were  returned  by  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral as  agricultural  lands,  and  therefore  the  burden  of  proof  rests  upon 
the  contestants.  Magalia  Gold  Mining  Co.  v.  Ferguson  (3  L.  D.,  234); 
Savage  et  aZ.  v.  Boynton  (12  L.  D.,  612). 

The  contestants  insist  that  the  evidence  submitted  is  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  finding  that  the  land  is  mineral  in  character,  and  in  this, 
your  office  arrives  at  the  same  conclusion. 

The  real  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is  whether  the  land  is 
more  valuable  for  mining  than  for  agricultural  purposes.  Cutting  v. 
Eeininghaus  et  aL  (7  L.  D.,  265) ;  Creswell  Mining  Co.  v.  Johnson  (8  L. 
D.,  440);  Peirano  et  ah  v.  Pendola  (10  L.  D.,  536). 

In  this  connection,  the  language  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  United 
States  V,  Reid  and  another  (28  Federal  Reporter,  482)  seems  peculiarly 
appUcable.    In  the  case  cited,  the  court  say  (p.  487) : 

The  statute  does  not  reserve  any  land  from  entry  as  a  homestead,  simply  because 
some  one  is  fooUsh  or  visionary  enough  to  claim  or  work  some  portion  of  it  as  min- 
eral ground,  without  any  reference  to  the  fact  of  whether  there  are  any  paying  mines 
on  it  or  not.  Nothing  short  of  knwxm  mines  on  the  land,  capable,  under  ordinary  cir- 
comstancea,  of  being  worked  at  a  profit,  as  compared  with  any  gain  or  benefit  that 
may  be  deiived  therefirom  when  entered  under  the  homestead  law^  is  sufiScient  to 
prevent  such  entry. 
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Buliugs  to  the  same  effect  are  found  in  the  decisions  of  this  Depart- 
meut  for  many  years.  They  are  that  mineral  patents  should  not  be 
granted  unless  the  existence  of  mineral  in  such  quantities  as  would 
justify  expenditure  in  the  effort  to  obtain  it  is  established  as  a  present 
fact. 

<<If  mineral  patents  will  not  be  issued  unless  the  mineral  exist  ii 
sufficient  quantity  to  render  the  land  more  valuable  for  mining  than  fur 
other  purposes,  which  can  only  be  kno^ii  by  development  or  ezplora 
tion,  it  should  follow  that  the  land  may  be  patented  for  other  purpo^> 
if  that  fact  does  not  appear."  Davis's  Adminr.  v.  Weibbold  (139  U. 
S.,  507),  and  citations  therein.  This  Department  has  uniformly  held 
that  if  the  land  is  worth  more  for  agriculture  than  mining,  it  is  nor 
mineral  laud,  although  it  may  contain  some  measure  of  gold  or  silver. 
In  United  States  v.  Reed  (12  Sawyer,  99),  circuit  court  for  the  district 
of  Oregon,  Judge  Deady,  in  disposing  of  the  cas^  said. 

In  my  judgmeDt  this  is  the  only  practicable  rnle  of  decision  that  can  be  applied  tc 
the  subject.  Nor  can  account  be  taken  in  the  application  of  this  rule^  of  profits  that 
would  or  might  result  from  mining  under  other  and  more  favorable  conditions  acd 
circumstances  than  those  which  actually  exist  or  may  be  produced  or  expected  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  such  pursuit  or  adventure  on  the  land  in  question. 

The  evidence  is  undisputed  to  the  effect  that  mining  operations  have 
been  carried  on  in  the  Euraka,  Ontq,rio,  New  York  Bar  and  Smith  anil 
Justice  placer  claims  for  a  number  of  years  at  considerable  profit,  an<l 
furthermore  that  mining  is  still  carried  on  upon  said  claims  although 
the  output  is  much  more  limited  than  formerly. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  present  value  of  these  claims  is  very  conflict- 
ing,  yet  aft^r  a  careful  review  of  the  testimony  on  this  iK>int,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  said  claims  are  of  more  value  for  mining  than  for  agri- 
cultural purposes,  but  in  the  case  of  the  Trumpet,  Banner  and  Jomlxt 
claims,  there  is  no  evidence  showing  that  the  land  is  actually  mineral 
land. 

It  has  been  attempted  to  prove  in  this  case  that  the  last  mentioned 
claims  by  reason  of  lying  on  the  same  plane  and  possessing  soil  of  a  like 
character  and  also  lying  adjoining  the  Eureka,  Ontario  and  New  York 
Bar  placer  claims  must  necessarily  be  gold  bearing  and  valuable  for 
mining  purposes.  While  this  may  be  presumptively  so,  yet  it  is  not 
established  as  a  fact.  These  lands  were  returned  by  the  surveyor-gen- 
eral as  agricultural,  hence  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  contestant 
to  show  their  mineral  character,  not  that  adjoining  lands  are  mineral  in 
character  or  that  the  lands  in  dispute  may  hereafter  develop  minerals, 
but  that  as  a  present  fact,  they  are  valuable  mineral  lands.  Hooper  v, 
Ferguson  (2  L.  D.,  712) ,  Roberts  v.  Jepson  (4  L.  D.,  60). 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  covering  several  hundred  pages,  fiuls  to 
establish  the  mineral  character  of  the  Trumpet,  Banner  and  Jumbo 
pliwer  claims,  while  by  a  preponderance  of  testimony,  it  is  shown  that 
the  homestead  entry  is  much  more  valuable  for  agricultural  purposes. 
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The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  no  portion  of  the  N.  J  of  NW.  i 
and  S£.  i  of  WW.  4  embraced  \)j  the  Bliss  homestead  has  ever  been 
used  for  mining  gold  by  the  mining  claimants. 

It  appears,  however,  that  the  greater  portion  of  the  alleged  conflict 
on  the  part  of  the  Eureka,  Ontario,  Kew  York  Bar,  and  Smith  and 
Justice  claims  falls  within  the  limits  of  lot  2  of  said  homestead,  there- 
fore the  mineral  claimants  should  be  required  within  sixty  days  after 
notice  of  this  decision  to  have  the  last  mentioned  mineral  claims  sur- 
veyed so  as  to  mark  the  boundaries,  distances  and  courses  of  the  same 
as  required  by  the  mining  laws,  instead  of  having  a  segregation  survey 
of  the  houieste^^d  made  at  the  expense  of  the  homestead  party.  Gres- 
-well  Mining  Go.  v.  Johnson  {supra). 

In  yiew  of  the  evidence  submitted  showing  the  agricultural  value 
of  the  land  in  question,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  homestead  entry 
should  be  allowed  to  stand  to  the  extent  of  the  If.  J  of  N W.  J  and  SB. 
4  of  !NW.  J,  and  also  that  portion  of  lot  2,  which  by  the  survey  does  not 
conflict  with  said  last  mentioned  placer  claims. 

Tour  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


BSSSRT  LAIN^D  ENTRT-OWNBBSHIP  OV  WATEB. 

GBOBaE  M.  Jewell.. 

Proof  as  to  ownership  of  water  requisite  to  reclamation  is  snfBcient  where  due  com- 
pliance with  existing  local  regulations  is  shown. 

X^rst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  January  14, 1892, 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  SE.  i,  SW.  J  of  ITE.  J  and  W.  4 
of  Sec.  15,  T.  25  K.,  E.  74  W.,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  George  M.  Jewell  made  desert  entry  of  said 
land  July  9, 1887.  On  July  16, 1890,  he  made  final  proof  before  the 
clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Albany  county,  and  on  the  18th  the  local 
officers  rejected  it,  "  because  no  title  to  water  is  shown  as  required  by 
Sec.  11,  page  120,  Session  laws  (Wyoming),  1888,  and  no  certificate  is 
furnished  as  to  number  of  shares  owned  in  ditch."  Claimant  appealed, 
and  by  you  letter  of  September  4, 1890,  affirmed  said  decision,  where- 
upon claimant  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  as  error  that  your  de- 
cision is  contrary  to  law,  and  calls  special  attention  to  the  statute 
referred  to  by  the  local  officers. 

The  final  proof  shows  that  the  claimant  and  two  others,  filed  for  record 
&  statement  dated  July  26,  1887,  such  as  required  by  section  1343  Ee- 
vised  Statutes  of  Wyoming,  1887,  of  a  coutemplated  ditch.  This  "  state- 
ment of  claim  for  proposed  irrigating  ditch,"  is  in  conformity  with  the 
etatote  above  quoted,  and  its  course,  as  therein  described,  is  over  the 
land  in  controversy.    In  answer  to  question  sixteen  of  final  proof  affl- 
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davit  he  says  that  he  owns  a  one-thiid  interest  in  the  ditch  and  each  of 
the  other  two,  owns  the  same.  In  answer  to  question  eight,  as  to  the 
capacity  of  his  ditch,  he  says: 

One  main  ditch,  the  Cattamgus  ditch;  length  four  and  a  half  miles;  width  on  top 
eight  feet;  width  on  bottom  five  feet;  eighteen  inches  deep;  grade  fonr  feet  to  the 
mile,  about  thirty  cubic  feet  per  second  of  time.  There  are  six  laterals  running  from 
the  main  ditch  an  average  width  of  one  foot  wide,  and  eight  inches  deep  and  average 
one-third  mile  long,  carrying  about  three  cubic  feet  per  second  of  time. 

It  is  further  shown  that  sufficient  water  was  furnished  to  and  that  he 
did  irrigate  the  land  in  1889  and  1890,  and  it  is  shown  that  the  water 
was  conveyed  by  the  ditch  claimed  as  above  constructed.  The  source 
of  water  supply  is  the  Korth  Laramie  river.  A  crude  plat  of  the  section 
showing  the  main  and  lateral  ditches  is  made  a  part  of  the  final  proof 

It  does  not  appear  that  you  or  the  local  officers  found  the  supply  of 
water  insufficient,  or  questioned  the  actual  construction  of  the  main  and 
lateral  ditches,  or  doubted  their  capacity  to  irrigate  and  thus  reclaim 
the  land,  but  you  seem  to  have  accepted  the  proi>osition  announced  by 
the  local  officers  that  no  title  to  water  had  been  shown  as  required  by 
the  laws  of  1888,  supraj  as  stated  by  them  and  that  the  certified  copy  of 
the  statement  tiled  was  only  for  a  " proposed"  ditch. 

Section  1343,  supraj  provided  tliat  "  every  person  ....  con- 
structing any  ditch  ....  and  intendingto  use  or  appropriate  any 
water  ....  shall  file  ....  before  commencement  of  the 
construction  ....  a  statement "  etc.  There  can  be  but  one  con- 
struction placed  on  this  language,  that  is  that  tliis  statement  must  be 
filed  before  the  construction  of  the  ditch.  If  there  were  any  doubt  about 
this  interpretation,  the  second  proviso  of  the  section  would  settle  it,  for 
it  provides  that  the  person  "  shall,  within  sixty  days  next  ensuing  the 
filing  of  such  statement,  begin  the  actual  construction  of  said  ditch." 
There  was  no  other  means  of  acquiring  a  water  right  except  by  this 
statute  at  that  time — July,  1887 — and  as  far  as  my  investigation  has 
gone,  I  can  find  no  way  in  which  that  right  can  be  proved,  except  by 
the  statement,  or  a  certified  copy  thereof,  and  in  this  case  a  certified 
copy  of  the  statement  is  made  a  part  of  the  final  proof. 

Now  the  law  of  1888,  referred  to  by  the  local  officers,  in  terms  re- 
pealed the  section  above  refeiTcd  to,  and  enacted  a  new  one  in  lieu 
thereof,  the  principal  change  being  that  the  statement  required  should 
be  filed  within  ninety  days  after  the  commencement  of  the  ditch.  But 
this  law  did  not  obtain  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  claimant's  statement, 
hence  it  does  not  control,  and  the  legislature,  by  section  17,  page  122, 
specially  provided  that 

Nothing  in  this  act  contained  shaU  in  any  wise  interfere  with  any  prior  right  to 
the  use  of  said  water;  neither  shall  the  owner  or  owners  of  any  such  ditch,  canal  or 
reservoir,  who  have  heretofore  complied  with  the  laws  relating  thereto  enacted  by 
the  ninth  legislative  assembly  of  Wyoming,  be  required  to  file  any  additional  state- 
ment of  claim  under  the  provisions  of  this  act. 
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I  am  convinced  that  claimant  has  folly  shown  a  valid  right  to  water 
and  of  sufficient  quantity  to  reclaim  the  land. 

ITonr  decision  is  therefore  reversed,  and  yon  will  direct  the  local  offi- 
cers to  receive  the  final  proof  offered  and  on  payment  for  the  land  issue 
final  receipt. 


TIMBBR  CUIiTirRE  CONTEST— APPLICATION  TO  ENTBB^BUBESS. 

Thompson  v.  Ogden. 

Ati  application  to  enter  filed  with  a  timber  culture  contest  entitles  the  heirs  of  a  de- 
ceased contestant  to  the  right  of  entry  on  the  saocessful  termination  of  the  con* 
test. 

wnen  threats  of  personal  violence  are  set  up  as  an  exciise  for  non-compliance  with 
law  it  must  satisfactorily  appear  that  there  was  reasonable  ground  to  fear  per- 
sonal injury. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  January  14, 1892, 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Mahala  Thompson  from  yonr  decision 
of  Angnst  23,  1890,  holding  for  cancellation  the  homestead  entry  ot 
Mrs.  Thompson,  for  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  1,  T.  14  N.,  E.  19  W.,  Grand 
Bapids,  Nebraska,  and  allowing  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Mrs.  Cora 
M.  Ogden  to  remain  intact. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  Eufus  M.  Ogden,  while  in  life,  filed  a 
contest  against  the  timber-culture  entry  of  William  Kingdon  for  said 
tract,  and  filed  with  said  contest  an  application  to  enter  the  land. 
This  contest  resulted  in  the  cancellation  of  said  entry,  but  final  action 
was  not  taken  thereon  until  April  11, 1887,  after  the  death  of  said  Eufiis 
M.  Ogden.  Notice  of  said  decision  was  given  the  attorney  of  Ogden 
April  18, 1887. 

On  April  19, 1887,  Mahala  Thompson  made  homestead  entry  of  the 
land,  and  on  May  18, 1887,  Cora  M.  Ogden,  guardian  of  the  minor  chil* 
dren  of  Eufus  M.  Ogden,  was  allowed  to  make  timber  culture  entry  ot 
the  tract. 

On  May  28, 1888,  Mrs.  Thompson  initiated  contest  against  the  entry 
of  Mrs.  Ogden,  guardian,  alleging  that  she  had  failed  to  comply  with 
the  law  in  that  she  did  not  break  five  acres  during  the  first  year  of  her 
entry. 

Ux>on  the  hearing  it  was  shown  that  Mrs.  Ogden  failed  to  break  the 
five  acres  during  the  first  year  of  her  entry,  but  in  her  testimony  she 
offers  in  extenuation  of  such  default  that  she  was  deterred  from  doing 
any  work  upon  the  land  from  fear  of  personal  injury  to  herself,  or  any 
agent  that  she  might  employ  to  do  the  breaking. 

The  local  officers  decided  that  Mrs.  Ogden's  entry  was  erroneously 
allowed,  for  the  reason  that  the  preference  right  of  entry  did  not  sur- 
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Tive  to  the  heirs,  and  upon  this  ground  they  recommended  thid;  her 
timber  culture  entry  be  canceled.  You  reversed  said  decision,  hQlding 
that  Bufiis  M.  Ogden  having  filed  with  his  contest  an  application  to 
enter  the  land,  that  the  preference  right  of  entry  survived  to  his  heirs, 
<'and  in  view  thereof,  as  well  as  the  uncontradicted  evidence  showing 
that  Mrs.  Ogden  was  threatened  with  injury,  and  thereby  prevented 
from  complying  with  the  law,''  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  holding 
her  entry  for  cancellation  was  reversed,  and  the  homestead  entry  of 
Mrs.  Thompson  was  therefore  held  for  cancellation. 

From  this  decision  Mrs.  Thompson  apx)ealed. 

As  an  application  to  enter  filed  with  a  timber-culture  contest  entitles 
the  heirs  of  a  deceased  contestant  to  the  right  of  entry  on  the  sue- 
cessftd  termination  of  the  contest,  there  was  no  error  in  your  decision 
holding  that  Mrs.  Ogden  was  entitled  to  the  preference  right  to  make 
entry  of  said  tract  in  favor  of  the.heirs  of  Euftis  M.  Ogden.  Bosen- 
berg  V.  Hale's  Heirs,  9  L.  D.,  161;  O'Connor  v.  Hall  et  al.,  13  L.  D.,  34. 

While  it  is  not  denied  that  Mrs.  Ogden  failed  to  break  the  five  acres 
during  the  first  year  of  her  entry,  she  testified  that  she  was  afraid  that 
personal  iiyury  would  be  done  to  her  or  her  agents  by  Mrs.  Thompson, 
who  had  made  threats  to  injure  her  or  her  agents  if  they  attempted  to 
do  the  plowing.  She  testified  that  she  tried  to  get  her  fathex,  her 
brother,  and  James  Miller  to  do  the  plowing  and  they  were  afraid  to  do 
it  on  account  of  the  threats  of  Mrs.  Thompson.  Silas  Winch  (father  of 
Mrs.  Ogden)  testified  that  the  reason  why  he  did  not  do  the  breaking 
was  because  Mrs.  Thompson  had  said  that  ^^she  would  kill  the  man  who 
put  a  plow  into  the  land,  or  kill  my  stock,  if  I  caused  it  to  be  plowed." 

The  testimony  does  not  show  what  the  threats  were,  to  whom  they 
were  made,  or  how  they  were  communicated  to  Mrs.  Ogden,  nor  does  it 
appear  that  Mrs.  Thompson  ever  attempted  to  put  into  execution  any 
threats  or  to  do  anything  deterring  or  preventing  Mrs.  Ogden  or  her 
agents  from  breaking  the  land. 

The  testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  me  to  arrive  at  a  satisfactory 
conclusion  that  Mrs.  Ogden  or  her  agents  were  prevented  from  break- 
ing the  land  because  of  the  conduct  of  Mrs.  Thompson,  or  that  there 
WHS  reasonable  ground  of  fear  of  personal  injury  at  her  hands.  In  view 
of  this  fact,  and  as  the  local  officers,  by  reason  of  their  decision  holding 
that  Mrs.  Ogden  was  not  entitled  to  the  preference  right  of  entry,  do  not 
appear  to  have  passed  upon  this  question,  I  direct  that  a  ftirther  hefU"- 
ing  be  had  upon  the  contest  of  Mahala  Thompson,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties. 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 
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BEHKARING— APPEAXr^CERTIORABI. 

Whitefoed  V.  Johnson. 

A  xQOtioQ  for  Tehearing,  filed  within  the  time  piesoribed  therefoiy  sa8i>end8  the  run- 
ning  of  time  allowed  for  appeal,  until  the  motion  has  been  disposed  of,  ^d  due 
notice  giren  of  the  decision  theron ;  but  if  said  motion  is  filed  out  of  time  it  will 
not  thus  affect  the  time  allowed  for  appeal. 

On  application  for  certiorari  the  Commissioner's  action  will  not  be  disturbed,  unless 
it  is  shown  that  the  decision  complained  of  is  erroneous,  although  the  Commis- 
sioner may  have  erred  in  declining  to  transmit  the  appeal. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Coinmisawner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Ja/nuary 

15,  1892. 

With  your  letter  of  September  11, 1891,  you  transmitted  the  appliea- 
tion  of  Edward  Whiteford  for  an  order  directing  you  to  certify  to  the 
l>epartment  the  record  in  the  above  stated  case. 

It  api)ears  from  the  application  that  a  decision  was  rendered  by  your 
office  on  November  15, 1890,  adversely  to  Whiteford,  in  the  case  of 
Edward  Whiteford  v.  Frank  Johnson,  involving  the  claim  of  the  said 
parties  to  the  l^E.  J  of  the  SB.  i,  Sec.  14,  T.  33  S.,  R.  G4  W.,  Pueblo, 
Colorado,  and  that  notice  of  said  decision  was  personally  served  on  the 
attorney  of  Whiteford,  November  20, 1890,  and  on  January  17, 1891,  he 
filed  an  application  for  a  rehearing,  which  was  denied  March  9, 1891, 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  filed  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty 
days  allowed  by  the  rules,  and  notice  of  this  decision  was  mailed  by  regis- 
tered letter  from  the  local  office  March  16, 1891.  On  March  23, 1891, 
he  filed  his  appeal  from  your  decision  of  November  15, 1890,  which  you 
decUned  to  transmit,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  filed  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  rules. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  when  filed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
rules  suspends  the  running  of  time  allowed  for  appeal  until  the  motion 
has  been  disposed  of,  and  due  notice  given  of  the  decision  thereon;  but, 
after  the  time  allowed  lor  filing  a  motion  for  review  has  exi)ired,  the 
filing  of  such  a  motion  will  not  susx)end  the  running  of  the  time  allowed 
for  appeal,  which  must  ia  such  cases  be  filed  witliin  sixty  days  from 
the  notice  of  the  decision  complained  of,  allowing  the  usual  time  for 
transmission  by  maO  prescribed  by  the  rules. 

In  this  case  the  time  allowed  for  appeal  commenced  to  run  Novem- 
ber 20, 1890,  when  notice  of  the  decision  was  personally  served  on  the 
attorney.  The  notice  not  having  been  sent  through  the  local  office,  the 
appellant  was  not  entitled  to  the  five  days  allowed  by  the  rules  for 
transmission  of  the  appeal;  and,  hence,  the  case  is  not  controlled  by 
the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Boggs  v.  West  Las  Animas  Townsite,  6  L.  D., 
475,  relied  upon  by  counsel  in  support  of  this  application. 

This  appeal  was  not  filed  until  March  23, 1891,  and  not  being  within 
the  time  required  by  the  rules,  the  application  should  be  denied. 
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Besides,  I  am  unable  to  determine  from  this  petition  that  any  error 
was  committed  by  the  Commissioner  in  his  decision,  or  that  substantial 
justice  has  not  been  done  in  this  case,  and,  unless  it  is  shown  by  the 
petitioner  that  the  decision  complained  of  was  erroneous,  his  action  will 
not  be  controlled  upon  an  application  for  certiorari,  although  the  Gom« 
missioner  might  have  erred  in  declining  to  transmit  an  appeal. 

The  application  is  denied. 


MINING  CLAIM-PROTEST— APPEAL    HEARING. 

Weinstein  et  al.  v.  Granite  Mountain  Mining  Co. 

The  right  to  be  heard  on  appeal  from  the  Commissioner's  decision  may  be  prox^erljr 
accorded  a  protestant  against  a  mining  claim  who  alleges  an  adverse  interest, 
and  non-compliance  with  law,  and  whose  application  for  a  hearing  on  Bald 
charge  has  been  denied. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

16^  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  2d  instant  transmitting  the  mo- 
tion of  defendant  to  dismiss  the  appeals  in  the  case  of  William  Wein- 
stein and  Boland  T.  Bombauer  t?.  The  Granite  Mountain  Mining  Com- 
pany, involving  the  Huachuca  lode  claim,  survey  1672,  lot  Ko.  198, 
Flint  Creek  mining  district,  Helena,  Montana,  land  district. 

I  have  duly  considered  the  motion,  and  find  that  it  is  not  well  taken. 
It  is  based  upon  the  following  grounds,  to  wit:  That  the  refasal  of 
your  office  to  order  a  hearing  on  the  protest  of  plaintiff  was  within  the 
discretion  of  the  Commissioner,  and  that  appeal  will  not  lie  from  it; 
that  the  only  interest  asserted  by  protestants  is  under  an  alleged  loca- 
tion called  the  "Lightning  Striker "  claimed  by  them  to  have  been 
made  years  before  the  publication  of  notice  of  the  "  Huachuca  "  appli- 
cation for  patent;  that  having  failed  to  file  adverse  claim  within  the 
statutory  time  they  waived  their  rights,  etc. ;  that  their  failure  to  file 
adverse  claim  within  the  time  fixed  by  statute  bars  their  right  to  assert 
any  title  or  interest  whatever  as  against  the  claimants,  and  that  they 
are  therefore  mere  strangers  to  the  record.  This  is  substantially  the 
motion,  and  it  appears  to  be  directed  against  both  protests  and  appeals 
by  Weinstein  and  Eombauer,  whereas  they  each  protested  and  eac*>h 
appealed.  But  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  I  will  consider  the  pro- 
tests as  consolidated,  and  the  appeals  as  one. 

The  allegations  of  the  protests  are  substantially  as  follows:  Wein- 
stein, whose  protest  is  verified  and  corroborated  by  two  witnesse-s,  al- 
leges, among  other  things: 

That  no  discovery  of  any  vein  or  lode  of  qnartz  or  other  rock  in  place  bearing  gold, 
silver  or  any  precioas  metals  was  ever  made  by  said  company  or  its  grantors  within 
the  limits  of  said  Huachuca  lode  nuning  claim. 
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That  the  said  Haachuca  lode  mining  claimants  did  not  expend  the  snm  of  fire  hun- 
dred doUara  or  any  other  smn  of  money  mining,  working  and  developing  said  claim 
before  making  said  entry  or  at  any  time. 

That  the  proof  of  a  mineral  discovery  and  flye  hundred  dollars  of  expenditnxe 
thereon  is  wholly  false  and  fraudulent. 

He  then  charg^es  tbe  Granite  Mining  Oompany  with  seeking  by  fraud 
to  obtain  title  to  the  land  for  other  than  mining  purposes. 

The  protest  of  Kombauer  taken  as  part  of  this  protest  is  sworn  to  bat 
not  corroborated,  except  by  exhibits.  He  appears  as  administrator  of 
Ills  late  wiie,  Caroline  E.  Bombaner,  deceased.  He  states,  in  substance, 
that  his  late  wife  had  an  interest  in  the  ^^  Lightning  Striker  Quartz 
Liode"  mining  claim,  situate  on  Granite  Mountain,  Flint  Creek  district, 
etc.;  that  said  company  was  duly  incorporated,  etc.  He  says  that  the 
Haachuca  location  is  substantially  laid  upon  the  ^<  Lightning  Striker '^ 
claim  covering  the  same  ground.  He  shows  that  the  Granite  Mining 
Company  procured  the  interest  of  one  Vallely  in  the  "  Lightning  Striker'' 
Gompany,  and  became  thereby  a  stockholder  in  the  company— co-owner 
with  himself  and  Weinstein,  and  it — ^the  "  Lightning  Striker  ^  Oompany 
complied  with  the  law  each  year — ^1885  to  1888  inclusive^  he  and  Wein- 
stein paying  their  shares  fully;  that  the  proper  af&davits  to  this  effect 
are  of  record  in  Deer  Lodge  county,  Montana,  the  county  in  which  the 
land  is  located;  that  on  January  10, 1887,  0.  H.  Windsor  and  others, 
without  color  of  title,  and  as  trespassers,  went  upon  the  land  and  posted 
notices  on  the  claim  caHing  it  the  '^  Huachuca  Lode;''  that  the  super- 
intendent and  attorney  in  fact  of  said  Granite  Mountain  Mining  Oom- 
pany knew  of  this  trespass  and  its  purpose;  that  afterward,  for  a  nom- 
inal consideration,  said  company,  intending  and  contriving  to  defraud 
these  protestants,  pretended  to  purchase  said  ^<  Huachuca  Lode  claim," 
and  it  ostensibly  sold  its  stock  in  the  ^^  Lightning  Striker"  lode  to  one 
Dodds,  its  employ^  and  assistant  superintendent.  He  further  states 
that  Dodds  and  these  protestants  had  the  ^^  Lightning  Striker "  fidly 
represented  for  the  year  1889,  they  paying  to  Dodds  their  share  of  the 
cost,  for  which  he  holds  Dodd's  receipt.  He  alleges,  substantially, 
that  the  said  Granite  Mining  Gompany,  co-owner  through  Dodds,  whom 
he  says  was  its  employ^  in  the  matter,  took  advantage  of  this  protest- 
ant's  absence  and  the  fact  that  he  was  snow-bound,  and  it  advertised 
in  an  obscure  newspaper,  and  that  for  these  reasons  he  had  no  notice  of 
the  offering  of  proof;  that  the  entire  transaction  is  fraudulent. .  He  says 
he  is  informed  and  believes  that  the  said  Granite  Mountslin  Gompany 
have  run  a  cross-cut  from  its  'So.  5  level  for  three  hundred  feet  within 
the  side  line  of  this  claim,  and  is  despoiling  it.  Upon  this  showing  by 
the  protestants,  you  refrised  them  a  hearing,  and  they  appealed.  I  find 
by  reference  to  your  decision  that  you  considered  ex  parte  affidavits 
offered  by  the  claimant,  and  really  passed  upon  the  merits  of  the  case, 
refhsing  to  allow  protestants  to  be  heard  therein. 

This  motion  to  dismiss  the  api>eal  goes  to  the  jurisdiction  of  your 
office  and  the  Department.    Where  there  is  no  charge  that  the  claim- 
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ant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  mining  laws,  but  an 
adverse  claimant  simply  asserts  a  prior  or  superior  right  to  the  land  as 
against  the  claimant,  he  must  file  his  adverse  claim  <' daring  the  period 
of  publication ,"  and  having  done  this  ^^It  shall  be  the  daty  of  the  ad- 
verse claimant  within  thirty  days  after  filing  to  commence  proceedings 
in  a  coort  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question  of  the 
right  of  possession''  (Sec.  2326,  Bevised  Statutes).  Congress  thus  re- 
moved from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Land  Department,  the  determina- 
tion of  this  question  of  mere  right  between  individuals,  but  it  did  not 
take  away  the  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  whether  the  mining 
laws  have  been  complied  with.  The  last  clause  of  section  2325  Be- 
vised Statutes  especially  excepts  this.    It  says: 

Thereafter  no  objection  Arom  third  parties  to  the  issnance  of  patent  shaU  beheani 
except  it  be  shown  that  the  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  thia 
chapter. 

In  the  protests  before  me  I  find  specific  charges  of  failure  to  make 
any  discovery  of  rock  in  place  bearing  mineral — ^a  specific  denial  of  the 
expenditure  of  any  money  in  development  and  improvement,  and  a 
charge  that  the  testimony  offered  and  uxK)n  which  the  entry  was  allowed 
was  false  and  fraudulent^  and  a  further  charge  that  the  land  is  not  being 
entered  for  mining,  but  for  other  purposes,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case — ^no  hearing  having  been  allowed,  these  charges  stand  uncontra- 
dicted.   These  allegations,  if  true,  should  cancel  the  entry. 

In  Bodie  Tunnel  and  Mining  Go.  v.  Bechtel  Consolidated  Mining  Co., 
et  al,  (1  L.  D.,  584-690)  it  was  said,  substantially,  that  where  third  par- 
ties present  evidence  by  af9davits,  etc.  to  show  failure  to  comply  with 
the  mining  statutes,  if  the  evidence  is  such  as  to  entitle  it  to  credit, 
and  the  allegations  are  such,  if  proven,  as  would  show  that  the  law  has 
not  been  complied  with,  and  that  patent  ought  not  to  issue,  or  that  yon 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  patent,  ^Hhen  it  is  your  duty  to  order  an 
investigation  between  the  government  and  the  applicant"  as  in  agri- 
cultural entries.  Following  this  principle  in  Bright  et  al.  v.  Elkhom 
Mining  Go.  (8  L.  D.,  122-126)  it  was  held  that  where  the  parties  allege 
an  interest  adverse  to  the  mining  claimant,  and  at  the  same  time  fail- 
ure to  comply  with  the  mining  laws  "  a  protestant  of  this  character  is 
entitled  to  the  right  of  appeal."  The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  will 
therefore  be  overruled,  and  the  case  will  be  disposed  of  in  due  course 
of  business. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  will  remain  with  the  papers  in  the  case  on  file 
in  the  Department. 
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HOMESTEAD  ENTRT-ACrr  OF  OCTOBER  8,  ISTO. 

George  S.  Bush. 

JL  liomestead  entry  under  the  act  of  Maroli  3, 1879^  may  embrace  one  hundred  and 
Bixty  acrea  of  land  in  an  odd-nnmbeied  section  within  railroad  limits  where  snch 
land  is  excepted  from  the  grant. 

^EHrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  January  16y  1892. 

George  S.  Bush  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  September  6, 
1889,  affirming  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver,  rejecting  his  ap- 
plication, made  July  15, 1889,  for  lots  13,  14,  and  16,  of  Sec.  27,  T.  20 
N.,  B.  4  E.,  and  lots  16  and  17,  Sec.  26,  in  same  township,  Seattle, 
^Washington. 

The  application  was  rejected  because  the  tracts  were  embraced  in  the 
homestead  applications  of  Frank  Spinning  and  Ira  S.  Davidson,  who 
made  simultaneous  applications  (April  18, 1887).  At  the  time  Bush's 
application  was  made,  the  question  of  priority  of  settlement  between 
Spinning  and  Davidson  was  pending  before  the  local  office,  under  hear- 
ing ordered  by  your  office  September  12, 1887. 

It  is  insisted  that  both  Spinning's  and  Davidson's  applications  are 
"  prima  facie  illegal  and  void,"  because  made  for  more  than  eighty 
acres  of  double  minimum  land  situated  in  an  odd  numbered  section 
within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Forthem  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1879  (20  Stat,  472),  provided  that  "the  even  sec- 
tions within  the  limits  of  any  grant  of  public  lands  to  any  railroad  com- 
pany     shall  be  open  to  settlers  under  the  homestead  laws, 

to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  to  each  settler." 

In  this  class  of  entries  the  distinction  between  ordinary  minimum 
and  double-minimum  lands,  which  before  that  time  had  existed  under 
section  2289  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  was  done  away  with. 

The  act  farther  provided  that: 

Any  person  who  has  under  existing  laws  taken  a  homestead  on  any  even  section 

within  tiie  limits  of  any  railroad and  who  hy  existing  laws  shall  have 

heen  restricted  to  eighty  acres^  may  enter  under  the  homestead  laws  an  additional 

eighty  acres  adjoining  the  land  embraced  in  his  original  entry or,  if 

such  person  so  electa  he  may  surrender  to  the  United  States  for  cancellation,  and 
thereupon  be  entitled  to  enter  lands  under  the  homestead  laws  the  same  as  if  the  sur- 
rendered entry  had  not  been  made. 

The  distinction  between  the  minimum  and  the  double-minimum  lands 
in  that  class  of  entries  having  been  done  away  with,  it  follows  that  all 
lands  within  railroad  limits  excluded  from  the  grant  are  subject  to  en- 
try as  other  public  lands. 

The  act  does  not  in  terms  provide  for  an  additional  entry  of  eighty 
acres  in  an  odd  numbered  section ;  but  it  does  provide  that  the  settler 
«<may  enter  an  additional  eighty  acres  adjoining  the  land  embraced  in  his 
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original  entry;  ^  and  so  in  the  case  of  Kortliem  Pacific  Bailroad  Oom- 
pany  tJ.  Ambers  (12  L.  D.,  395,)  an  additional  homestead  entry  of  eiglity 
acres  in  an  odd  numbered  section  was  i>ermitted  under  the  act  of  Marcli 
3,  1^9  (supra) J  because,  as  there  said:  "the  law  had  been  passed 
granting  settlers  within  railroad  limits  the  right  to  make  additional 
entry,  when  such  settler  had  been  restricted  to  an  entry  of  eiglity 
acres.'' 

The  land  in  question  being  public  land  of  the  TJnited  States  within 
railroad  limits,  and  excepted  from  the  grant,  and  the  clear  intendment  of 
Congress  being  that  such  land  might  be  entered  in  quantities  not  ex- 
ceeding one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  the  same  was  subject  to  the  first 
legal  applicant  having  the  superior  right,  which,  in  this  instance,  ap- 
pears to  have  been  Frank  E.  Spinning,  to  whom  your  office  on  February 
14, 1890,  awarded  the  land — Davidson  having  relinquished  all  right  and 
claim  to  the  land,  and  filed  his  waiver  of  the  right  of  appeaL 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


SCnOOL  INDEMNITY  SKIiECTION— APPLICATION  TO  ENTEB. 

Teonsen  v.  State  op  Oregon. 

An  application  to  select  school  indemnity  Teeervea  the  land  ooTered  thereby  nntil 
final  action  thereon,  and  if  accepted  takes  effect  as  of  the  date  "vrhen  presented. 

An  application  to  enter^  presented  after  an  application  to  select  the  land  as  school 
indemnity,  bat  prior  to  the  allowance  thereof,  may  be  noted  of  record^  and  take 
effect  as  of  the  date  presented,  if  the  application  of  the  State  fails. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  La/nd  Office^  Janwjoj 

16j  1892; 

On  the  22d  of  November,  1888,  Frederick  Tronsen  made  homestead 
entry  for  the  KB  J  of  Sec.  14,  T.  7  N.,  E.  7  W.,  at  the  land  office  in 
Oregon  City,  Oregon,  and  on  the  24th  of  December,  1889,  after  du6 
notice  by  publication,  commuted  his  entry,  made  final  proof  and  foil 
payment,  and  received  final  certificate  and  receipt. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  his  entry,  to  wit,  on  the  16th  of  October,  1888, 
the  State  of  Oregon,  by  her  land  commissioner,  presented  at  the  land 
office  in  Oregon  City,  indemnity  school  list  No.  57,  embracing,  among 
other  tracts,  the  east  half  of  the  section  above  mentioned.  That  list 
was  not  accepted  and  filed  in  the  local  office  until  the  23d  of  November, 
1889,  after  a  decision  by  your  office,  that  the  State  was  entitled  to  in- 
demnity for  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  the  Grande  Bonde  Indian 
reservation,  which  took  from  the  State  the  north  half  of  section  16,  T. 
6  S.,  E,  8  W. 

At  the  time  indemnity  school  list  No.  67  was  presented  at  the  local 
land  office,  the  land  embraced  therein  was  free  from  all  claims  of  any 
kind  whatsoever,  and  open  to  entry  by  any  qualified  claimant  under  the 
law.    This  was  also  true  at  the  time  the  homestead  entry  in  question 
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^ras  made,  so  far  as  the  record  in  the  office  showed.    The  entry  was 
made  thirty-six  days  after  the  selection  was  presented. 

"When  the  final  certificate  of  Tronsen  came  before  you  for  approval 
and  patent,  you  held  his  homestead  entry  for  cancellation  on  account 
of  its  conflict  with  the  selection  by  the  State  of  Oregon  of  the  same 
tract  as  lieu  school  lands,  embraced  in  indemnity  list  Fo.  57,  which 
inras  offered  October  16, 1888,  and  accepted  November  23,  1889,  in  ac- 
cordance with  your  decision  of  September  24,  of  that  year. 

From  such  decision  by  you,  made  on  the  9th  of  August,  1890,  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  by  Tronsen,  which  brings  the  case  to  the  Department 
for  consideration. 

The  presentation,  by  the  State  of  Oregon,  of  indenmify  school  list  Ko. 
57,  at  the  local  land  office,  did  not  vest  title  to  the  land  in  the  State. 
The  effect  of  the  presentation  of  such  lists  is  to  remove  the  land  from 
the  public  domain  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  it  no  longer  subject 
to  filings  and  entries.  The  title  does  not  vest  in  the  State  until  the  list 
is  accepted,  but  when  accepted  it  takes  effect  as  of  the  date  when  pre- 
sented. Between  the  time  of  the  presentation  and  acceptance  of  the 
list,  applications  to  enter  may  be  presented,  and  noted,  and  in  case  the 
application  of  the  State  should  fail,  the  entry  would  then  be  made  as 
of  the  date  of  its  presentation. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  selection  was  approved,  and  such  approval 
vested  the  title  to  the  land  embraced  therein  in  the  State  of  Oregon, 
and  disposed  of  the  claim  of  the  entryman. 

The  selection  by  the  State  was  made  prior  to  the  entry  by  Tronsen, 
and  in  the  case  of  Alice  0.  Whetstone  (10  L.  D.,  263),  it  was  held  that 
if  there  was  no  prior  or  superior  claim  existing  at  date  of  selection,  the 
land  was  s  ubject  to  selection  by  the  Territory. 

The  rule  which  prevails  in  railroad  indemnity  cases,  seems  apph'cable 
to  cases  of  this  character,  and  in  Budolph  Kemitz  (7  L.  D.,  80)  it  was 
said: 

An  entry  should  not  be  allowed  of  land  embraced  within  a  pending  railroad  selec- 
tion ;  bnt  if  so  allowed  it  will  not  be  cancelled^  but  treated  as  an  application  to  enter 
and  held  subject  to  the  company's  claim  under  its  selection. 

The  rule  as  to  applications  to  make  filings  or  entries  for  lands  covered 
by  unapproved  selections,  is  stated  in  6  L.  D.,  at  page  91,  in  the  case  of 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  BaHroad  Company,  which  case  commences  at 
page  84  of  that  volume.  It  is  there  said  that  such  applications  should 
be  received,  noted,  and  held  subject  to  the  claim  of  the  company.  This 
case  is  cited  in  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Meyer  (9  L.  D., 
250),  where  it  is  held  that  ^'a  filing  for  land  included  within  a  prior  in- 
demnity selection,  should  not  be  recorded  until  final  disposition  of  said 
selectton."  This  doctrine  was  repeated  in  the  case  of  Darland  i;.  !North- 
em  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (12  L.  D.,  195),  where  it  was  said : 

A  pre-emption  daim  can  not  be  perfected  for  land  covered  by  a  prior  pending  in- 
demnity selection,  but  may  remain  of  record  subject  to  the  final  disposition  of  the 
selection. 
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In  the  case  at  bar  the  selection  was  finally  disposed  of  on  the  23d  of 
Nbyember,  1889,  when  indemnity  list  Ko.  57  was  accepted. 

More  than  a  month  alter  the  title  to  the  land  in  question  had  vested 
in  the  State  of  Oregon,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  December,  1889,  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver  in  the  land  office  at  Oregon  City,  allowed  Tronsen  to 
make  final  proof  for  the  land  covered  by  his  entry,  to  make  cash,  pay- 
ment of  $200,  and  to  receive  from  them  final  receipt  and  certificate.  This 
was  error  on  their  ps^rt.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  yonr  decision,  hold- 
ing for  cancellation  the  homestead  entry  of  Tronsen,  was  correct  Iti» 
accordingly  affirmed. 


D  ESEBT  LAND  ENTTtT>PRIC£  OF  ULND. 

Instructions. 

The  price  of  desert  land  entered  nnder  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  as  amended  by  the 
act  of  March  3, 1891,  is  one  dollar  and  twenty  five  cents  per  acre,  without  regard 
to  thesitnation  of  the  land  with  relation  to  the  limits  of  railroad  grants. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Januarg 

13 J 1892. 

By  letter  of  May  23, 1891,  yon  ask  to  be  instmcted  and  advised  as  to 
^^  whether  or  not  in  allowing  entries  of  desert  land  under  the  amended 
law  (March  3, 1891)  the  parties  should  be  required  to  pay  $2.50  per  acre 
for  lands  coming  within  the  terms  of  the  proviso  to  section  2357,  Bev. 
Stat." 

It  has  been  heretofore  held  that,  onder  the  act  of  March  3, 1853  (10 
Stat.,  244)  and  the  proviso  to  section  2357  Eevised  Statutes,  desert  lands 
within  the  limits  of  railroad  grants  must  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  $2.50 
per  acre.  This  ruling  was  upon  the  basis  that  there  was  in  the  desert 
land  law  (act  of  March  3, 1877, 19  Stat.,  377)  fixing  the  price  of  landii 
falling  within  its  provisions  at  $1.25  per  acre,  no  clause  of  repeal,  ajid 
that  there  was  no  such  repugnancy  and  inconsistency  between  the  pro- 
visions of  that  act  and  the  act  of  1853  that  the  two  could  not  stand  to- 
gether and  be  given  effect  in  their  respective  spheres.  Daniel  G.  Tilton 
(8  L.  D.,  368) ;  Annie  Knaggs  (9  L.  D.,  49) ;  Hugh  Beese  (10  L.  D.,  541). 

The  act  of  1877  was,  by  section  two  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26 
Stat.,  1095),  amended  by  adding  thereto  four  new  sections  numbered 
four  to  eight  inclusive.  The  desert  land  law,  as  now  amended  requires  in 
express  terms  the  payment  of  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  declaration  provided  for  (Sec.  1)  and  the  payment  of  one  dol- 
lar per  acre  at  the  date  of  final  proof  (Sec.  7.)  In  section  six,  we  find 
an  express  repealing  clause  in  the  following  words:  << A 11  acts  and  parts 
of  acts  in  conflict  with  this  act  are  hereby  repealed." 

It  is  true  that  such  clauses  are  usually  found  at  the  end  of  an  act*, 
but  I  do  not  think  the  fact  that  it  is  found  in  some  other  position  is  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  conclusion  that  it  is  therefore  less  effective  or  that 
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its  scope  is  thereby  limited.  The  language  used  in  this  repealing  clause 
is  broad  and  oomprehensive  enough  to  include  all  acts  in  conflict  with 
the  ohe  in  which  it  is  found  whether  that  conflict  be  found  in  the  pro- 
visions fixing  the  price  of  lands  or  in  any  other  provisions.  Looking 
at  the  letter  of  the  law  alone,  it  seems  to  clearly  justify  the  conclusion 
that  it  was  not  intended  that  the  act  of  1853  and  section  2357  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  should  apply  in  those  cases  where  title  is  sought  to 
be  acquired  under  the  act  of  1877  as  amended  by  that  of  1891.  I  deem 
it  proper  to  mention  in  this  connection  the  fact  that  from  the  date  of 
said  act  of  1877  up  to  the  date  of  the  circular  of  June  27, 1887  (5  L.  D., 
708)  it  was  uniformly  held  that  lands  entered  under  that  act  should  be 
paid  for  at  the  rate  of  $1.25  per  acre  without  regard  to  railroad  limits* 
(6  L.  D.,  145).  The  contemporaneous  departmental  construction  of  the 
original  act  should  certainly  be  given  consideration  in  the  discussion  of 
the  amended  act. 

It  may  be  said  that  Congress  must  be  presumed  to  have  considered 
the  existing  construction  placed  upon  the  former  law  by  the  Executive 
Department  charged  with  the  execution  of  the  law,  and  in  the  absence 
of  an  affirmative  showing  to  the  contrary,  must  be  presumed  to  have 
intended  that  the  same  construction  should  be  given  the  similar  provi- 
sions of  the  amended  law.    This  line  of  reasoning  has  great  strength, 
and  would  be  conclusive  were  there  nothing  in  the  act  or  its  surround- 
ings tending  to  weaken  and  controvert  it.    An  examination  of  the 
decisions  of  this  Department  shows  that  the  conclusion  reached  was,  to 
a  great  extent,  upon  the  fact  that  the  law  of  1877  contained  no  clause  of 
repeal,  and  it  seems  but  fair  to  presume  that  the  general  repealing 
clause  hereinbefore  quoted  was  inserted  in  the  amended  act  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  meeting  that  argument.    It  must  be  remembered  too 
that  this  act  of  1891  was  the  first  legislative  action  had  touching  the 
price  of  these  lands  after  the  change  of  ruling  made  by  this  Department. 
It  seems  but  reasonable  to  conclude  that  Congress  did  legislate  with  a 
view  to  the  then  existing  ruling  of  the  Department  and  inserted  the 
repeal  clause  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  grounds  upon  which  that 
ruling  was  based. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1891  provides,  by  section  one,  that  any  person 

who  had  theretofore  made  timber  culture  entry  for  any  of  the  public 

lands  might,  upon  the  conditions  therein  prescribed,  and  the  payment 

of  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  acquire  title  to  such  land. 

Upon  consideration  of  this  provision  of  said  act,  it  was  held  that  the 

price  to  be  paid  was  the  sum  specified  in  said  act  without  regard  to  the 

location  of  the  land  in  relation  to  the  limits  of  railroad  grants.    (98  L. 

&  B.  288).    The  same  rule  ought  to  apply  in  both  cases,  and  I  have 

found  no  sufficient  reason  for  holding  that  the  conclusion  reached  at  the 

time  the  provisions  as  to  timber  culture  entries  was  under  consideration 

^aa  wrong. 

In  section  six  of  said  act  of  March  3, 1891,  we  find  provision  is  made 
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for  the  commutation  of  homestead  entries  by  paying  the  minimom  price 
for  the  land  entered.  It  is  quite  clear  that  Congress  had  in  mind  the 
price  of  public  lands  as  fixed  by  section  2357,  Bevised  Statutes.  We 
find  this  same  expression  ^<  minimum  price"  in  the  pre-emption  law 
(Sec.  2259,  B.  S.),  in  section  2286  giving  the  right  of  pre-emption  to 
counties  and  parishes,  and  its  equivalent  i.  e.  ^'  government  price"  in 
section  two  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237).  Tliis  expression 
had  come  to  be  well  understood  both  by  legislative  and  departmental 
usage,  and  it  is  but  fair  and  reasonable  and  in  accord  with  the  recog- 
nized rules  of  construction  to  hold  that  if  it  had  been  intended  thai 
lands  lying  within  railroad  limits  entered  under  the  timber  culture  law 
or  the  desert  land  law  were  to  be  paid  for  at  the  enhanced  price,  tins 
same  expression  which  had  been  so  flrequently  used  before  under  similar 
conditions  would  have  been  used.  The  fact  that  Congress  in  tMs  act 
of  1891  used  one  expression  in  regard  to  the  price  to  be  paid  in  com- 
muting homestead  entries,  and  another  in  regard  to  the  price  under 
timber  culture  and  desert  land  entries,  indicates  a  dififerent  intention. 
<<  As  the  same  expression  is  presumed  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense 
throughout  an  ac^  or  a  series  of  cognate  acts,  so  a  difference  of  lan- 
guage ma^  be  prima  facie  regarded  as  indicative  of  a  difference  of 
meaning."    (Endlich  on  the  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  Sec.  382.) 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  this  matter,  I  have  concluded  that 
the  amount  of  money  to  be  paid  in  acquiring  title  to  desert  lands  under 
said  act  of  March  3, 1877  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  is  one 
dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  without  regard  to  the  situation  of 
the  land  in  relation  to  the  limits  of  railroad  grants. . 


fort  biplky  militaby  reservatiok— act  of  jui-t  s,  1884. 

John  H.  Rhodes. 

Lands  within  an  abandoned  military  reservation,  transferred  to  the  Interior  Depart- 
ment and  appraised  in  accordance  with  a  special  act,  bnt  remaining  nndisposed 
of  at  the  date  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1884,  may  be  again  appraised  under  said  m%, 
and  ofifered  at  public  sale. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

13,  1892. 

Eeforring  to  your  letter  of  September  26, 1891,  returning  letter  of 
John  H.  Rhodes  referred  to  this  Department  by  the  Honorable  Secre- 
tary of  War,  in  relation  to  the  abandoned  Fort  Ripley  military  reser* 
vation,  Minnesota,  I  have  to  state  that  it  appears  that  said  reservation 
was  relinquished  July  2, 1880,  by  authority  of  act  of  Congress  approved 
April  1, 1880  (21  Stat.,  69),  and  turned  over  to  this  Department  for  dis- 
posal as  prescribed  by  said  act;  that  465.54  acres  were  disposed  of 
leaving  174,47  acres  containing  the  government  buildings^  which  were 
appraised  and  offered  for  sale. 
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In  your  letter  to  this  Department,  dated  Kovember  21, 1889,  yon  state 
that  the  register  and  receiver  at  St.  Cloud,  Minnesota,  under  date  of 
May  18, 1885,  reported  that  the  buildings  had  deteriorated  to  such  an 
extent  since  the  reservation  had  been  abandoned,  that  no  purchaser 
could  be  found  to  take  the  land  and  buildings  at  the  appraised  value  of 
14,406.10. 

Juue  2, 1885,  the  matter  was  referred  to  this  Department,  and  under 
date  of  June  13,  following,  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Mr.  Mul- 
drow,  held  that  there  was  no  law  authorizing  a  second  appraisal  of  the 
property  or  any  provision  for  the  expense  of  such  appraisal. 

You  now  call  attention  to  your  letter  of  October  3, 1890,  wherein  it  Is 
stated  that  it  seems  necessary  that  a  re-appraisal  of  the  unsold  portion 
of  Fort  Bipley  reservation  should  be  made  and  asking  ^^  whether  any 
of  the  funds  now  available  for  the  appraisal  of  abandoned  military  res- 
ervations  can  be  applied  to  such  purpose,''  and  also  you  now  request  to 
be  advised  what  steps  should  be  taken  toward  the  disposal  of  said  res* 
ervation. 

The  act  of  April  1, 1880  {supra)  provided  specifically  for  the  appraise- 
ment  and  sale  of  said  reservation,  but  it  appears  that  Congress  did  not 
anticipate  any  such  circumstances  as  have  arisen  in  this  case,  and  there- 
fore made  no  provisions  for  the  exigency. 

Under  date  of  July  5, 1884  (23  Stats.,  103),  Congress  passed  an  act 
to  provide  tor  the  disposal  of  abandoned  and  useless  military  reserva- 
tions.   Section  one  provides: 

That  whenever,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the  lands,  or 
any  portion  of  them,  included  within  the  limits  of  any  military  reservation  hereto- 
fore or  hereafter  declared,  have  become  or  shall  become  useless  for  military  purposes, 
he  shall  cause  the  same  or  so  much  thereof  as  he  may  designate,  to  be  placed  under 
the  control  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  disposition  as  hereinafter  provided, 
and  ahaU  cause  to  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  notice  thereof. 

Section  2,  provides  for  the  appraisement  of  such  reservations  as  are 
turned  over  to  the  Interior  Department,  also 

if  such  appraisement  be  disapproved  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  again  cause 
the  said  lands  to  be  appraised  as  before  provided :  and  'Vf  hen  the  appraisement  has 
been  approved  he  shaU  cause  said  lands,  subdivisions  and  lots  to  be  sold  at  publio 
Bale  to  the  highest  bidder  for  cash,  at  not  less  than  the  appraised  value  thereof. 

The  appraisement  of  the  Fort  Eipley  military  reservation  under  the 
act  of  April  1, 1880,  {supra)  was  undoubtedly,  excessive  and  therefore 
only  a  portion  of  said  reservation  was  sold;  furthermore,  as  before 
stated,  there  is  no  provision  made  in  said  act  for  a  re-appraisement  of 
the  remainder  of  the  reservation. 

It  will  be  observed,  however,  that  while  the  act  of  1880,  is  a  special 
one,  passed  for  the  express  purpose  of  restoring  to  market  the  Fort 
Bipley  reservation  and  for  disposing  of  the  same  at  public  sale,  the  act 
of  1884,  is  general  in  character  and  includes  all  military  reservations 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President,  had  prior  to  the  act  become  or 
shall  subsequent  thereto,  become  useless  for  military  purposes:  further- 
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more,  said  act  authorizes  that  said  useless  reservations  or  bq  much 
thereof  as  the  President  may  designate,  be  placed  under  the  coaatnl  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  disposition. 

The  reservation  in  question  had  been  placed  under  the  control  of 
this  Department  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  general  act  and  a 
portion  thereof  disposed  of,  hence  the  question  arises,  does,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  Fort  Bipley  military  reservation  fall  within  the  pur- 
view  of  the  general  act,  and  if  so,  does  such  act  authorize  a  re-appraise- 
ment and  sale  of  the  property. 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle  that  in  construing  a  statute  and  fbr  th« 
purpose  of  arriving  at  the  legislative  intent,  all  acts  on  tiie  same  sub- 
ject-matter are  to  be  taken  together  and  examined  to  arrive  at  the  true 
result.  ^^  Statutes  are  in  pari  materia^  which  relate  to  the  same  person 
or  thing,  or  to  the  same  class  of  persons  and  things."  (Sedgwick  on 
Construction  of  Statutory  law,  210.) 

The  acts  of  1880  and  1884,  embracing  the  same  subject-matter  are 

therefore  in  pari  materia^  and  the  fact  that  the  act  of  1880  is  a  8i>eGial 

enactment  and  that  of  1884  of  a  general  character,  does  not  alter  the 

status  of  the  same  in  this  respect,  as  for  instance,  the  legialatare  of 

Indiana  passed  an  aet  fixing  the  salary  of  an  auditor  in  a  particular 

county,  and  also  another  fixing  the  salaries  of  auditors  generally,  the 

supreme  court  of  Indiana  in  the  case  of  Board  Commissioners  t?.  Cutler 

(6  Ind.,  354),  says: 

The  rule  of  construction  is  well  settled.  It  becoines  the  daty  of  the  court  to  re- 
gard these  enactments  in  pari  materiaf  to  consider  them  as  one  statute,  and  give  them 
Buch  an  exposition  as  will  sustain  what  appears  to  have  been  the  main  intent  of  the 
law  makers. 

Oongress  made  ample  provision,  as  they  supposed,  in  the  act  of  1880, 
for  the  appraisement  and  sale  of  the  Fort  Ripley  reservation  and  there- 
fore they  did  not  anticipate  or  foresee  the  difficulty  that  has  arisen  in 
this  case. 

In  the  act  of  1884,  however,  Oongress  seems  to  have  anticipated  any 
exigency  that  may  arise  in  the  appraisement  and  disposal  of  useless  mili- 
tary reservations,  and  it  is  presumed  that  the  committees  in  Congress 
having  charge  of  the  preparation  of  the  bill  before  its  passage,  were  cog- 
nizant of  the  act  of  1880,  as  well  as  all  other  former  legislation  on  the 
subject  of  abandoned  military  reservations  and  therefore  the  law  was 
framed,  broad  and  comprehensive,  with  the  probable  intent  to  cover 
not  only  the  Fort  Ripley  military  reservation  but  all  other  reservations 
of  a  like  character. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  1884,  provides: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cause  any  improvements,  buildings,  bnild- 
ing  materials,  and  other  property,  which  may  be  situate  upon  any  such  lands,  sub- 
divisions or  lots  not  heretofore  sold,  by  the  United  States  authorities,  to  be  appraised 
in  the  same  manner,  as  hereinbefore  provided  for  the  appraisement  of  such  lands, 
subdivisions  and  lots,  and  shall  cause  the  same,  together  with  the  tract  or  lot  npon 
which  they  are  situate  to  be  sold  at  public  sale,  to  the  highest  bidder  for  cash  at  not 
less  than  the  appraised  value  of  such  land  and  improvements. 
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Said  section  farther  providee: 

That  if  the  land  and  improyaments  are  not  sold  for  want  of  bidden  then  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  may,  in  hie  discretion,  oanse  the  same  to  be  re-offered  at  sale,  at 
any  subsequent  time,  in  the  same  manner  as  above  pfoyided. 

Thos  it  will  be  seen  that  the  last  mentioned  section  empowers  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  appraise  any  baildings  or  other  prox>er1yy 
not  heretofore  sold  by  the  United  States,  situate  ni>on  any  military  res- 
ervation transferred  to  this  Department  for  disposal,  and  sell  the  same^ 
together  with  the  land  upon  which  snch  improyements  are  situate,  to  the 
highest  bidder.  The  Fort  fiipley  reservation  had  been  turned  over  to 
this  Department  for  disposal  at  the  date  of  said  act  and  the  buildings 
and  other  property,  pertaining  to  said  Fort,  with  the  ground  occupied 
thereby,  still  remains  undisposed  of.  therefore  the  reservation  in  ques- 
tion,  £e^s  within  the  purview  of  said  section  and  may  be  again  ap« 
praised  and  offered  at  public  sale. 

The  act  approved  March  3, 1885,  (23  Stat.,  446-449),  provides  as  fol- 
lows: 

For  necessary  expenses  of  survey,  appraisement,  and  sale  of  abandoned  military 
reservations,  transferred  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under  the 
provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress  approved  Jnly  5, 1884,  $20,000:  provided  that  all 
appropriations  herein  under  pablic  lands  shall  be  expended  under  the  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

There  still  remains  of  this  appropriation  an  unexpended  balance  of 
over  ^10,000  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for 
the  purposes  named  in  the  act  from  which  any  necessary  expenses  in- 
curred in  the  appraisement  and  sale  of  the  FortBipley  reservation,  may 
be  paid,  and  therefore  you  are  directed  to  proceed  in  the  usual  manner 
as  is  customary  in  such  cases,  to  have  said  reservation  and  improve- 
ments thereon  agam  appraised  and  disposed  of  at  public  sale  in  accord- 
ance with  law. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— INDEMNITY  SELECTION— SETTL.BBCKNT  BIGHT. 

St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Et,  Co.  et  al,  v.  Iyebson. 

Land  embraced  within  a  subBisting  pre-emption  filing,  or  homestead  entry,  is  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  of  a  withdrawal  for  indemnity  porposes. 

Land  lying  within  common  indemnity  limits,  bnt  excepted  from  the  orders  of  with- 
drawal, is  open  to  settlement  and  entry  by  any  qualified  person,  or  selection  by 
either  company. 

An  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  land  embraced  within  a  pending  rejected 
indemnity  selection  may  be  allowed  where  the  record  discloses  a  prima  facie 
case  of  a  prior  settlement  right,  and  the  company  declines  to  furnish  the  requisite 
showing  for  a  hearing.  The  conflict  thus  arising  may  remain  for  determination 
either  under  the  selection,  or  on  offer  of  final  proof. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommisaioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  January 

18j  1892. 

1  have  considered  the  ease  of  the  St.  Paul;  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
Kailway  Company  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Carl 
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Iverson,  involving  the  K.  J  of  the  SW.  i,  Sec.  11,  T.  128  K.,  R  34  W^ 
St.  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota,  on  appeal  by  said  companies  from 
your  decision  of  April  21, 1890,  holding  that  Iverson  should  be  i»^- 
mitted  to  make  entry  of  the  same. 

This  controversy  arose  upon  an  application  by  Iverson  to  make  home- 
stead entry  of  the  N.  i  of  the  S  W.  J,  the  S  W.  i  of  the  NB.  J,  and  the 
SE.  J  of  the  ISrW.  4  of  said  section  11,  which  application  was  presented 
at  the  local  ofSce  November  21, 1885,  accompanied  by  an  aUegation  of 
settlement  in  April,  1883,  and  tiie  same  was  r^ected,  from  which  action 
Iverson  appealed. 

This  land  is  within  the  common  indemnity  limits  of  the  grants  for  the 
two  roads,  the  withdrawals  for  which  became  effective  in  this  vicinity 
as  follows:  ]!^orthem  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  January  6, 1872;  St 
Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railway  Company,  February  12, 1872. 

The  SW.  i  of  the  KE.  J,  the  SE.  J  of  theNW.  J,  and  the  NB.  J  of  the 
SW.  i  of  said  section  were  embraced  in  homestead  entry  Ko.  4884, 
made  April  25, 1868,  by  John  Clark,  which  entry  was  canceled  Febra- 
ary  29, 1872. 

WiUiam  H.  Selby  filed  declaratory  statement  No.  3200,  covering  the 
NW.  ^  of  the  SW.  ^  of  said  section,  on  October  23,  alleging  settlement 
October  11, 1871. 

Under  the  uniform  rulings  of  this  Department,  said  filing  and  entry, 
being  subsisting  claims  at  the  dates  said  withdrawals  became  effective, 
served  to  except  the  land  embraced  therein  from  the  operation  of  such 
withdrawals,  and  the  same  was  thereafter  subject  to  settlement  and 
entry  by  any  quaUfied  person,  or  selection  by  either  of  the  companies 
in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  regulations  governing  such  selections. 

On  November  5, 1883,  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  applied 
to  select  aU  of  the  tracts  applied  for  by  Iverson,  and  appealed  from  the 
refusal  of  the  local  oflBcers  to  accept  the  same. 

In  a  case  arising  upon  an  application  by  one  Swan  P.  Thomquist  to 
enter  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  SW.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  said  sec- 
tion 11,  your  decision  of  February  7, 1884,  rejected  the  claims  of  both 
companies  thereto,  from  which  only  the  Manitoba  Company  appealed, 
it  thereby  becoming  final  as  to  the  JSTorthem  Pacific  Bailroad  Company. 

Said  appeal  by  the  Manitoba  Company  was  considered  by  this  De- 
partment October  31, 1885,  and  your  decision  was  affirmed. 

This  disposed  of  the  interest  of  both  companies  to  the  tract  therein 
involved  upon  the  record  as  then  made,  and  leaves  for  present  consid- 
eration the  N.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  said  section  11. 

On  April  3, 1884,  the  Manitoba  Company  selected  said  K".  J  of  the 
SW.  J,  which  selection  is  now  of  jecord. 

In  view  of  the  allegation  of  settlement  made  by  Iverson,  which  ante- 
dated the  selections  by  both  companies,  and  for  other  reasons  bearing 
upon  a  conflict  with  the  entry  by  one  William  Gutchers,  which  are  un- 
necessary here  to  recite,  a  hearing  was  directed  by  your  letter  of  Decem- 
ber 8, 1886. 
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No  notice  of  this  hearing  was  ever  served  upon  the  Kortbem  Pacific 
Railroad  Corn pany.  bat  the  testimony  taken  at  such  hearing  shows  that 
Iverson  settled  npon  the  land  in  December,  1882;  that  he  estiiblished 
actual  residence  npon  the  land  in  April,  1883,  and  thereafter  resided 
eontinnously  upon  the  land. 

■  Your  decision  npon  this  record  finds  that  Iverson's  rights  to  the  land 
applied  for  are  superior  to  that  of  either  company,  audit  is  stated  that 
the  privilege  of  a  farther  hearing  will  be  accorded  the  Northern  Pacific 
Company^  ^^upou  application  lor  such  hearing,  supported  by  sworn 
statement  containing  allegations  making  a|>rtma/a<ne  case  in  its  favor." 

The  l^orthern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  requested  a  hearing,  but 
refused  to  make  the  showing  required,  which  you  continae  to  insist 
upon. 

Both  companies  therefore  appeal  from  your  decision  in  favor  of 
Iverson. 

As  to  the  Manitoba  Company  the  record  is  complete,  and  it  shows 
th)it  Iverson  was  occupying  and  claiming  the  land  long  prior  to  its 
selection  of  1884.  Such  selection  is  therefore  no  bar  to  his  entry,  and 
and  the  same  will  be  canceled  and  the  entry  allowed. 

The  claim  of  the  Northern  Pacific  BaUroad  Company  rests  upon  a 
rejected  application  to  select,  pending  before  your  office  on  appeal. 
The  legality  of  this  selection  has  not  been  passed  upon,  and  even  should 
it  be  held  to  be  valid,  the  record  as  made  shows  the  claim  of  Iverson  to 
be'  superior  thereto.  I  do  not  think  this  company  can  be  held  to  be 
bound  by  said  record,  but  from  all  the  circumstances,  I  deem  a  further 
hearing  unnecessary  at  this  time. 

The  record  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  the  entry  as 
applied  for,  and .  any  rights  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
may  have  under  its  attempted  selection  are  not  divested  thereby. 

When  Iverson  oifers  proof  it  can  appear,  as  any  other  party,  and 
show  a  superior  claim.  Prior  to  this  time  the  company's  appeal  may 
be  determined,  and  should  it  be  against  the  company,  the  conflict  would 
thus  be  disposed  of  without  considering  the  rights  of  Iverson  under 
Mb  alleged  prior  settlement. 

Iverson's  application  was  not  presented  under  the  circular  of  Sep- 
tember 6, 1887,  providing  for  the  restoration  of  indemnity  lands,  and 
the  action  here  taken  can  not  be  construed  to  be  in  conflict  therewith. 
Your  decision  is  accordingly  modified. 


AtTOUST  W.  Henbbiokson. 

Motion  tat  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  August  15;  1891, 

13  L.  D^  169,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  January  18, 1892. 
14561— YOL  14—6 
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BELINQUXSHMENT-FINAL  TIMBER  CULTmLE  ENTBT* 

Hablan  P.Allen. 

The  relinqnislimeiit  of  a  final  ent3:y  may  be  accepted  without  lequiring  the  entxy- 
man  to  show  that  he  has  not  transferred  the  land,  where  no  interest  of  a  trmD»> 
feree  is  asserted,  and  the  record  discloses  no  frandulent  intent. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  ihe  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  January  18^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Harlan  P.  Allen  from  yonr  decision 
of  August  18, 1890,  holding  for  cancellation  his  timber-cnltare  entry 
No.  2234  (Marshall  series),  covering  the  S.  J  of  the  NE.  i  and  theN.  J 
of  the  SB.  i,  Sec.  4,  T.  118  K,  E.  45  W.,  Minnesota,  for  conflict  with 
the  prior  entry  by  Elwin  Jenks  for  the  same  land. 

It  appears  that  on  April  1, 1878,  Jenks  made  timber-cnltnre  entry  Na 
1077  (Benson  series),  for  this  land,  upon  which  he  made  proof  and  final 
certificate  Ko.  101  (Benson  series)  issued  January  15, 1887.  Jenks's  re- 
linquishment, of  aU  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  this  land,  waA 
filed  in  the  local  office  on  December  2, 1889,  and  thereupon  the  local  offi- 
cers canceled  his  entry  and  permitted  the  entry  to  be  made  by  Allen, 
now  in  question. 

On  January  15, 1890,  you  refused  to  accept  the  relinquishment  by 
Jenks,  because  not  accompanied  by  a  showing  that  he  had  not  encum- 
bered the  land,  following  the  case  of  Addison  W.  Hastie,  8  L.  D.,  618. 
In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  entryman  was  seeking  to  relinquish 
and  secure  a  cancellation  of  the  entry  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 
collection  of  a  mortgage  which  had  been  executed  by  him  upon  the 
land  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  $250  and  interest,  and  the 
department  held  that  under  such  circumstances  it  would  not  allow  the 
entryman  to  relinquish  his  entry  and  thereby  secure  a  cancellation  of 
the  same  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  an  unconscionable  wrong,  and 
this  same  rule  was  announced  in  the  case  of  Patrick  H.  McDonald,  13 
L.  D.,  37.  There  the  entryman  attempted  to  secure  a  cancellation  of 
his  entry  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  his  wife  and  seven  children  of 
their  home,  as  well  as  defeating  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee  and  the 
department  held  that  he  should  not  be  permitted  to  do  so  under  such 
circumstances,  but  neither  of  these  cases  is  applicable  to  the  &cts  in 
this.  Here,  no  question  is  raised  that  the  entryman  is  attempting  by 
this  relinquishment  to  de&aud  any  party  to  whom  he  has  conveyed  or 
attempted  to  convey,  an  interest  in  the  land.  It  was  firee  firom  fraud  so 
far  as  the  record  discloses  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  relinquish- 
ment, ad  offered,  may  not  be  accepted.  In  fact,  it  strikes  me  as  being 
eminently  proper  that  on  account  of  Allen's  entry  it  should  be  accepted. 
Your  directing  the  local  officers  to  reinstate  Jenks'  entry  brings  it  into 
direct  conflict  with  that  made  by  Allen  and  to  re-instate  it  might  work 
serious  wrong  to  hinu 
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Section  1,  of  the  act  of  May  14^  1880, 21  Stat.,  140,  seems  to  recognize 
the  right  of  this  entryman  to  reUnquish  his  claun  to  this  tract  of  land 
if  he  sees  fit  so  to  do  and  there  being  no  evidence  of  fraud  upon  Mr. 
Jenks'  part,  and'  the  rehnqoishment  being  presumably  made  in  good 
faith,  and  Mr.  Allen's  entry  being  of  record,  I  can  see  no  objection  to 
allowing  the  relinquishment  and  the  cancellation  of  Jenks'  entry.  It  is 
so  ordered.  This  will  leave  Mr.  Allen's  entry  to  stand  subject  to  future 
compliance  with  the  timber  culture  act. 


HABSINaXON  V.  WlLSGN. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  July  6, 1891, 13 
L.  D.,  19,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  January  20, 1892. 


CONTEST— PBOCBEDINGS  BY  THE  GOVEBNMENT. 
FASaHES  ET  Ali.  V.  PABKEB. 

An  application  to  contest  an  entry  filed  during  the  pendency  of  proceedings  hy  the 
goyemment  confers  no  right  upon  the  contestant,  but  may  be  receiyed  and  held 
subject  to  the  final  disposition  of  said  proceedings. 

Where  notioe  to  show  cause  why  an  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  fekilure  to  sub- 
mit proof  within  the  statutory  period  has  been  issued,  an  afGidayit  of  contest 
subsequently  filed  wiU  not  defeat  equitable  confirmation  of  the  entry  if  the 
showing  made  is  satisflActory. 

Fir8t  Assistant  Seoretary  Chandler  to  the  Oemmissioner  of  the  General 

Load  Offloej  January  J20j  1892. 

The  appeal  of  T.  0.  Fargher  firom  your  decision  of  March  26, 1890, 
sustaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  application  to 
contest  the  homestead  entry  of  Erastus  L.  Parker,  for  K.  ^  of  ms.  ^ 
SE.  \  of  liTB.  },  and  KE.  \  of  SE.  i,  Sec.  18,  T.  2,  B.  14  E.,  The  Dalles, 
Oregon,  has  l>een  considered. 

It  appears  that  Parker  made  said  homestead  entry  Kovember  18, 
1881 ;  that  on  May  28, 1889,  the  entry  having  expired  by  limitation  of 
statute,  the  local  officers  so  notified  the  claimant  by  registered  letter, 
calling  ou  him  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for 
failure  to  make  final  proof  within  seven  years  from  date  of  entry. 

June  12, 1889,  Fargher  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against  said  entry, 
alleging  that  Parker  was  dead  and  that  his  heu*s  had  abandoned  the 
land  in  question  for  the  last  three  years.  A  hearing  in  the  case  was 
set  for  August  12, 1889,  but  neither  party  appeared  for  trial  and  there- 
fore the  contest  was  dismissed. 

August  13, 1889,  O.  M.  Bourland  entered  contest  against  the  same 
entry,  making  the  same  allegations  made  by  Fargher,  and  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  Fargher  filed  application  to  re-open  his  contest  by  setting 
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aside  the  judgment  of  default,  aUeging  that  he  depeuded  on  his  attor- 
ney to  give  him  notice  of  the  day  of  hearing,  but  that  he  never  received 
such  notice. 

The  local  officers  denied  this  application  on  account  of  the  pending 
application  of  Bourland,  whereupon  Fargher  appealed  and  you  affirmed 
the  decision  below. 

Fargher  again  appeals. 

The  appellant  sets  forth  by  affidavit  that  since  filing  his  application 
to  contest  said  entry,  he  has  placed  improvements  upon  said  tract  by 
inclosing  under  a  good  fence  a  large  portion  of  the  land  in  controversy 
with  a  view  of  making  entry  thereof  as  soon  as  the  land  became  sub- 
ject thereto  and  that  Bourland  who  made  the  second  application  to 
contest  knew  of  his  intention  to  make  entry  and  that  he  had  improve- 
ments upon  the  land. 

When  the  government  takes  any  steps  or  initiates  any  proceeding 
whatever,  /looking  to  the  cancellation  of  an  entry  or  to  enforce  the  for- 
feiture of  the  same  no  rights  can  be  acquired  under  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test filed  during  the  pendency  of  such  proceedings  against  the  entry. 
Drury  v.  Shetterly  (9  L.  D.,  211);  Louis  v.  Taylor  (11  L.  D.,  193);  Dean 
V.  Peterson  (id.,  102);  Canning  v.  Fail  (10  L.  D.,  657). 

An  application  to  contest  an  entry  filed  pending  proceedings  against 
the  same  by  the  government  should  be  received  and  held  subject  to  the 
result  of  said  proceedings  and  if  said  proceedings  fail,  the  contestant 
is  then  entitled  to  proceed  against  said  entry  as  of  the  date  when  his 
application  was  filed.    Farrell  v.  McDonnell  (13  L.  D.,  105). 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  entry  of  Parker  had  expired  by 
limitation  of  statute  and  the  government  had  initiated  the  usual  pro- 
ceedings looking  towards  a  cancellation  of  the  entry,  hence,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  local  officers  erred  in  taking  any  steps  in  the 
application  of  Fargher  to  contest  the  entry  in  question,  but  in  accord- 
ance with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Farrell  v,  McDonnell  {supra)  said  ap- 
plication should  have  been  received  and  held  pending  the  result  of  the 
government  proceeding. 

A  second  contest  filed  during  the  pendency  of  a  prior  suit,  should  be 
received  and  held  in  abeyance  subject  to  the  final  disposition  of  the 
prior  contest.  Conley  v.  Price  (9  L.  D.,  490) ;  Eddy  v.  England  (6  L. 
D.,  530). 

The  fact  that  the  party  was  deceased  at  the  date  the  government 
gave  out  the  notice  to  show  cause,  does  not  in  my  opinion  affect  the 
case,  so  far  as  the  government  is  concerned.  In  the  case  of  the  decease 
of  a  claimant,  a  contestant  desiring  to  procure  the  canceUatit»n  of  the 
entry,  is  required  to  give  notice  of  contest  to  the  heirs  of  such  deceased 
claimant,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  government  stands  in  the  same 
relation  to  the  claimant  as  a  contestant. 

The  presumption  is,  that  a  claimant,  or  if  deceased,  his  heirs,  were 
cognizant  of  the  date  when  the  entry  expired  by  limitation,  hence  the 
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notice  is  simply  a  preliminary  step  on  the  part  of  the  government  look- 
ing toward  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  and  shonld  it  subsequently 
appear  that  the  claimant  or  the  claimant  and  his  heirs  have  complied 
with  the  law  the  entry  may  be  submitted  to  the  board  of  equitable  ad- 
judication. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  you  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  hold  said 
applications,  of  Fargher  and  Bourland  in  abeyance  subject  to  the  result 
of  the  pending  proceedings  by  the  government. 

Your  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 


RE-IXSTATEMENT— TRANSFEREE— SEC-TION  7,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1891. 

McLeob  V.  Bruce  et  al. 

A  transferee  is  entitled  to  an  order  of  re-instatement  where  the  entry  is  canceled 
on  contest  proceedings  instituted  in  coUusion  with  the  entrymau,  and  where 
said  transferee  has  had  no  opportunity  to  show  compUance  with  law  on  the  part 
of  the  entryman. 

A  transferee  is  bound  to  know  the  status  of  a  tract  at  the  date  of  purchase,  and 
where,  at  such  time,  the  records  of  the  local  office  show  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry,  he  is  not  entitled  to  invoke  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  section  7,  act 
of  March  3,  1891. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  January  21,  1892. 

On  February  24, 1883,  Angus  Bruce  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  NE.  J  8 W.  i,  S.  J  NW.  J,  Sec.  10  and  SB.  J  NE.  i  of 
Sec.  9,  T.  20  N.,  R.  3  E.,  Helena,  Montana. 

On  September  29, 1883,  he  made  final  proof  thereon,  and  on  October 
17, 1883,  following,  paid  for  the  land  and  received  a  final  receipt  there- 
for. On  October  20, 1883,  he  transferred  the  tract  by  warranty  deed 
to  Timothy  B.  Collins,  who,  on  January  2, 1884,  transferred  the  same 
to  Paris  Gibson  and  Robert  Vaughn. 

On  October  26,  1886,  Vaughn  transferred  his  interest  therein  to 
James  J.  Hill,  and  on  February  23, 1887,  Gibson  transferred  his  inter- 
est therein  to  said  Hill.  On  July  9, 1887,  Hill  transferred  the  tract  in 
question  to  the  Great  Falls  Water-power  and  Townsite  Company. 

On  April  23, 1884,  while  the  tract  was  owned  by  Gibson  and  Vaughn, 
your  office,  in  passing  on  the  sufficiency  of  Bruce's  final  proof,  called 
upon  him  to  fiimish  additional  proof.  He  refused  to  do  so  unless  the 
owners  of  the  tract  would  pay  him  $1,500  for  doing  so.  This  they  re- 
fused to  do,  and  he  did  not  ftirnish  the  proof. 

On  September  7, 1886,  the  contest  affidavit  of  Rodenck  McLeod,  a 
cousin  of  Bruce,  was  transmitted  to  your  office  by  the  local  officers. 
This  affidavit  was  corroborated  by  William  Bruce,  a  brother  ot  the  en- 
tryman and  a  cousin  of  McLeod.  On  October  5, 1886,  a  hearing  was 
ordered  by  your  office  on  the  charge  made  by  McLeod. 
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On  October  26, 1886,  Bruce  filed  a  relinqnishmeat  of  his  entry,  where- 
npon  said  entry  was  canceled,  and  BoderickMcLeodwasaUowed  to  make 
homestead  entry  therefor.  On  December  29, 1886,  the  cancellation  of 
Bruce^s  entry  was  noted,  and  the  contest  case  of  McLeod  v.  Brace  w2l6 
closed. 

On  March  11,  1887,  the  transferees  filed  a  motion  in  your  office  to 
re-instate  said  cash  entry  made  by  Bruce  on  the  ground  that  the  con- 
test of  McLeod  and  the  relinquishment  of  Bruce-  were  coUusiYe  and 
in  fraud  of  the  vested  rights  of  said  transferees. 

This  application  was  accompanied  by  affidavits  setting  out  the  faet« 
relied  upon  to  sustain  the  charges  of  collusion.  On  March  26, 1887, 
this  motion  was  denied  by  your  office,  but  on  appeal  to  this  Department, 
a  hearing  was  ordered  October  18, 1888,  "  to  determine  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  the  allegations  upon  which  the  motion  for  re-instatement  of 
said  cash  entry  was  based."    A  trial  was  had  on  January  14, 1889. 

On  June  11, 1889,  after  considering  the  evidence  submitted  at  said 
trial,  the  register  and  receiver  rendered  a  finding  that  the  relinquisb- 
ment  of  Bruce  and  the  making  of  the  entry  of  McLeod  were  collusive 
and  intended  to  defraud  the  transferees  of  Bruce.  Accordingly,  thej 
recommended  that  Bruce's  entry  be  re-instated  and  theentry  of  McLeod 
canceled. 

McLeod  appealed  from  this  finding  to  yonr  office  where,  on  April  17, 
1890,  the  finding  of  the  local  officers  was  reversed  in  so  fiaix  as  it  leoom- 
mended  the  re-instatement  of  Bruce's  entry,  and  it  was  held  that 
^<  McLeod  having  made  his  homestead  entry  in  the  interest  of  Brace, 
the  same  is  accordingly  held  for  cancellation,"  and  appeals  were  taken 
from  your  decision  to  this  Department  by  both  McLeod  and  the  trans- 
ferees, and  were  pending  here  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

Since  the  passage  of  this  act,  the  Great  Falls  Water-power  and  Town- 
site  Company  has  filed  a  motion  under  the  rule  of  April  8, 1891,  asking 
that  a  patent  issue  on  the  entry  of  Bruce  under  and  by  virtue  of  tie 
provisions  of  section  seven  of  said  act.  Said  company  has  furnished 
affidavits  and  a  certified  abstract  of  title  showing 

let.  That  the  land  in  controversy  was  sold  to  and  became  the  property  of  the  Great 
FaUs  Water-power  and  Townsite  Company — the  present  owner — ^prior  to  March  1, 
1888,  and  long  after  final  entry. 

2nd  That  no  adverse  claim  originated  prior  to  the  date  of  final  entry  nor  until  after 
the  acquisition  of  the  tract  by  the  present  owner. 

3rd  That  the  purchase  was,  on  the  part  of  the  purchasers  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion and  bona  fide  in  aU  respects. 

4th  That  no  fraud  has  been  found  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  nor  knowledge  of 
fraud  on  the  part  of  others,  and  that  the  land  has  not  been  reconveyed  to  the  entry- 
man. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  facts  in  this  case,  showing  as  they  do  thatthe 
entry  was  canceled  on  December  29, 1886,  that  the  motion  for  confirma- 
tion most  be  denied  unless  it  shall  appear  from  the  record  as  it  stood 
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before  the  confirmatory  act  was  passed  that  the  transferees  were  enti- 
tled to  haye  said  entry  re-instated. 

The  judgment  canceling  said  entry  has  not  been  allowed  to  become 
final,  but  has  been  kept  open  by  the  appeal  taken  from  your  office  de- 
cision refusing  re-instatement.  If  said  judgment  had  become  final  be- 
fore the  act  was  passed,  no  rights  could  be  acquired  by  the  motion  be- 
cause no  entry  existed.    James  Boss  (12  L.  D.,  446). 

Before  considering  the  motion,  it  therefore  becomes  necessary  to 
pass  uxK>n  the  merits  of  the  case  as  brought  here  by  the  appeals  from 
your  decision  of  April  17, 1890. 

The  hearing  ordered  on  the  showing  made  by  the  transferees  was 
held  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  allega- 
tions made  in  support  of  the  motion  for  re-instatement  and  after  an 
examination  of  the  evidence,  it  seems  clear  that  the  charges  made  were 
sustained^  in  fietct,  in  your  of^ce  decision  you  find  that  the  proof  showed 
that  the  contest  of  McLeod  and  the  relinquishment  of  Bruce  were  col- 
lusiye  and  were  intended  to  defraud  the  transferees.  Bruce  hoped  to 
get  the  land  through  McLeod's  contest  and  entry  for  the  reason  that 
through  the  efforts  and  expenditures  of  the  transferees,  it  had  become 
valuable,  besides  when  your  office  caUed  upon  him  to  supply  certain 
ndssing  proof  and  the  transferees  had  refused  to  pay  him  a  large  sum 
of  money  to  furnish  said  proof,  he  declared  that  he  would  prevent  them 
fiom  acquiring  title  to  said  land.  Under  such  drcumstances  and  espe- 
cially when  he  had  sworn  in  his  final  proof  that  his  entry  was  made  in 
good  faith  for  his  own  use,  I  think  his  testimony  should  be  considered 
with  caution. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  the  transferees  were 
held  to  have  no  greater  rights  or  equities  than  the  entrymanfiromwhom 
they  purchased,  but  they  were  always  allowed  to  appearand  show  that 
said  entr3nnan  had  complied  with  the  law.  Traveler's  Insurance  Go, 
(9  L.  D.,  316). 

In  this  case  it  is  shown  that  the  letter  of  your  office,  directed  to  the 

register  and  receiver  calling  on  Bruce  to  submit  better  evidence  of 

citizenship  or  to  file  a  new  declaration  of  intention  and  to  furnish  a 

new  pre-emption  affidavit  (the  one  indorsed  upon  his  final  proof  papers 

having  omitted  to  state  what  particular  subdivisions  were  included, 

though  showing  the  township  and  range)  was  dated  April  13, 1886. 

After  allowing  for  the  time  between  this  date  and  the  date  when  this 

order  must  have  been  served  upon  Bruce,  (The  date  of  service  is  not 

shown)  it  is  probable  that  it  was  a  month  or  two  later  before  he  was 

ashed  to  make  the  proof.    Then  after  the  transferees  learned  that  new 

proof  was  required  more  time  had  elapsed.    They  then  began  to  urge 

Bruce  to  furnish  this  proof  and  offered  to  pay  all  expenses  and  pay  for 

his  time.    The  proof  called  for  was  technical  and  did  not  indicate  that 

in  the  matter  of  residence  and  improvement  there  had  been  ahy  failure^ 
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and  while  lie  was  attempting  to  extort  money  from  the  transferees, 
they  evidently  yet  thought  he  would  furnish  said  proof  in  time. 

The  contest  of  Me  Leod  brought  by  Brace's  procurement  quickly  fol- 
lowed by  the  relinquishment  of  the  entry  and  the  allowance  of  the  entry 
of  contestant,  was  the  first  intimation  that  the  transferees  received 
that  their  title  to  the  land  was  seriously  questioned.  I  think  that  the 
evidence  shows  that  they  had  not  been  given  a  "  day  in  court"  to  show 
that  their  grantor  had  complied  with  the  law,  especially  is  this  so  when 
this  grantor  and  entryman  has  shown  himself  so  hostile.  The  entry  of 
Mc  Leod  will  therefore  be  canceled,  and  the  entry  of  Brace  be  re- in- 
stated. This  reinstatement,  of  course,  will  place  the  entry  on  record 
of  the  date  when  it  was  wrongfully  canceled.  In  contemplation  of  law 
it  has  been  an  existing  entry  all  the  time,  and  was  an  existing  entry  on 
March  3, 1891,  when  the  act  heretofore  cited  was  passed. 

Do  the  provisions  of  the  seventh  section  of  said  act  confirm  this 
entry  f 

At  the  hearing  had  on  the  application  for  re-instatement  of  this  entry, 
the  question  of  the  bona  fides  of  the  purchasers  was  not  in  issue.  The 
question  to  be  determined  under  the  order  was  whether  or  not  the 
charges  made  by  those  claiming  under  the  Bruce  entry,  that  the  contest 
against  it  and  the  relinquishment  thereof  were  collusive,  were  fiedse  or 
true. 

The  present  owner  of  the  tract,  the  Great  Falls  Water-power  and 
Townsite  Company,  alleges  that  it  is  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  for 
a  valuable  consideration  and  without  notice  of  any  kind  that  the  entary 
of  Bruce  was  not  made  in  good  faith. 

While  the  question  of  the  bona  fides  of  the  present  holder  of  this  land 
was  not  in  issue,  and  while  those  claiming  under  the  Bruce  entry  only 
asked  to  have  the  entry  reinstated  so  that  they  might  be  enabled  to 
show  that  the  entryman  complied  with  the  law,  still  on  the  trial  of  said 
cause  some  facts  were  sworn  to  showing  that  Gibson,  one  of  the  pur- 
chasers of  the  tract,  and  Vaughn,  another  purchaser,  had  contracted 
with  Bruce  to  make  the  entry  in  question  for  their  benefit,  and  yoor 
office  held, 

I  am  fully  satisfied  that  Brace  filed  upon  and  made  cash  entry  of  the  land  in  eon- 
troversy,  in  pursuance  of  said  contract  and  in  the  interest  of  Vaughn,  Gibson,  ei  a?., 
who  now  constitute  the  stockholders  of  what  is  known  as  the  Great  Falls  Water-power 
and  Townsite  Company. 

« 

It  is  strenuously  denied  that  any  of  the  first  transferees,  who  are 
charged  with  bad  faith  in  your  decision,  have  any  stock  in  said  com- 
pany except  Gibson.  It  is  also  denied  that  he  or  Vaughn  or  any  one 
else  procured  Bruce  to  make  the  entry. 

From  the  evidence  in  the  record,  I  do  not  think  your  finding  of  fraud 
is  sustained.  The  local  officers  who  saw  the  witnesses  and  observed 
their  manner  of  testifying  did  not  find  any  fraud  on  the  part  of  any  of 
the  transferees,  or  that  the  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  of  any  of 
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them.  Yonr  judgment  seems  to  have  been  formed  from  the  testimony 
of  Bmce  and  the  failure  of  Vaughn  to  give  evidence. 

Bruce,  judged  in  the  light  of  Ws  statements,  is  not  guided  by  that 
motive  which  carries  conviction  as  to  the  integrity  of  his  evidence  and 
the  neglect  of  Vaughn  to  give  testimony  is  now  explained  in  a  way 
which  partially,  at  least,  explains  his  neglect. 

It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  at  the  date  when  the  present  owner, 
the  Great  Falls  Water-power  and  Townsite  Company  (July  9, 1887), 
purchased  the  tract,  the  entry  had  been  canceled  and  another  entry 
allowed  therefor.  The  records  of  the  local  land  office  disclosed  these 
facts.  The  transferee  is  bound  to  know  the  status  of  the  land  at  the 
date  of  its  purchase,  and  although  a  final  certificate  may  have  been  is- 
sued at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  yet  the  entry  having  in  fact  been  can- 
celed at  that  date,  it  would  not  be  confirmed.  Boberts  v.  Tobias  et  al., 
13  L.  D.,  556.    In  this  case  the  Department  said : 

He  is  bound  to  know  the  status  of  tlie  land  at  the  date  of  the  sale  or  mortgage. 
If  the  final  proof  has  not  been  made  and  the  certificate  baa  not  issued^  or,  if  having 
been  issued  it  is  duly  canceled  on  the  records  of  the  local  office,  can  the  vendee  or 
mortgagee  shut  his  eyes,  pay  out  or  loan  his  money  on  the  faith  of  the  certificate 
.isaaed  perhaps  many  years  before^  when  the  entry  has  already  been  canceled,  and 
claim  to  be  an  innocent  purchaser?  I  think  not.  The  law  never  intended  that  a 
man  should  w^ilfuUy  shut  his  eyes  to  the  condition  of  the  land  as  shown  by  the  record, 
at  the  very  time  the  purchase  or  loan  was  made. 

For  these  reasons  the  motion  for  confirmation  must  be  and  is  hereby 
rejected. 

You  will  cancel  the  entry  of  Mc  Leod  and  reinstate  the  entry  of  Bruce, 
after  whicli  the  transferees  will  be  allowed  an  opportunity  to  furnish 
additional  proof  of  the  citizenship  of  Bruce.  This  proof  should  consist 
of  the  best  obtainable  evidence.  They  will  also  be  allowed  to  amend 
the  pre-emption  affidavit  of  Bruce  so  that  it  will  describe  the  tract  per- 
fectly. 

Since  the  appeal  was  taken  in  this  case  from  your  judgment,  Mc  Leod 
has  filed  a  motion  asking  that  a  re-hearing  be  ordered,  alleged  that  he 
has  discovered  new  evidence  which  he  could  not  have  produced  before, 
by  which  it  can  be  shown  that  there  was  no  collusion  between  him  and 
Bruce.  He  has  filed  his  own  affidavit  and  that  of  John  H.  Mc  Leod, 
tending  to  show  that  there  was  no  collusion.  These  affidavits  have  been 
examined,  and  it  is  found  that  even  assuming  that  the  witnesses  named 
in  the  motion  will  swear  to  the  facts  alleged,  still  it  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  overcome  the  positive  and  unmistakeable  evidence  in  the  record 
that  there  was  collusion  between  Mc  Leod  and  Bruce.  Mc  Leod  knew 
at  the  time  his  contest  was  initiated  and  at  the  time  Bruce  filed  his 
alleged  relinquishment  that  all  interest  Bruce  had  ever  had  in  the  land 
had  been  by  him  transferred  to  others  for  a  valuable  consideration. 
Bruce  lived  with  Mc  Leod,  who  was  his  kinsman,  and  Mc  Leod  filed  his 
contest  immediately  after  Bruce  had  declared  that  he  would  beat  the 
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transferees  out  of  the  land,  if  they  refused  to  pay  him  $1,500  for  com- 
pleting the  evidence. 

Altogether  it  is  apparent  that  there  was  collusion,  and  the  evidence 
nowproi>osed  to  be  furnished  does  not  materially  differ  fiiom  that  intro- 
duced by  Mc  Leod  at  the  trial. 

The  motion  for  a  re-hearing  is  denied. 

Your  judgment  is  reversed,  in  so  far  as  it  refused  to  reinstate  the 
entry  of  Bruce. 


SETTLEMENT  BIGHTS— PBACTICE—BEVIBW* 

Stone  v.  Cowles  (on  Eevtew). 

A  aettlement  on  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  another  confers  no  right  as  against  fb 
entryman  or  the  govemmart,  bnt  as  between  parties  who  have  thna  settled,  ib 
settlement  first  made  in  point  of  time  is  entitled  to  the  highest  oonaideratioii. 

A.  settlement  right  is  not  acquired  by  the  purchase  of  the  prior  possessory  right  of 
another. 

A.  motion  for  reyiew  wiU  be  denied  where  no  new  question  of  law  or  fisbct  is  preseoted 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Department. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oomm%s8i(mer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Janmni 

22^  1892. 

This  is  a  motion  by  the  attorney  for  Alfred  E.  Gowles  asking  for  a  re- 
view of  the  departmental  decision  dated  August  24, 1891,  (13  L.  P^ 
192)  in  the  case  of  Joseph  0.  Stone  v.  Alfred  B.  Gowles,  involving  the 
NW.  i  of  the  KE.  J  and  the  NB.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec,  13,  T.  U  8.,  R 
2  W.,  Los  Angeles,  California. 

Three  errors  are  assigned  in  this  motion  as  follows: 

1.  That  said  decision  is  based  npon  an  error  of  fact  in  holding  that  said  Stone  vii 
a  legal  settler  npon  the  land  with  any  declared  intention  of  claiming  it  as  pubiio 
land  at  any  time  prior  to  the  entry  of  said  Cowles. 

2.  That  it  is  based  upon  an  error  and  mistake  of  fact  and  law  in  not  holding  that 
said  Stone  moved  on  three  acres  of  the  land  aa  a  tenant,  and  solely  by  permission  of 
Cambron  who  claimed  title  to  three  acres  only,  which  had  been  set  aside  for  agnve 
yard. 

8.  That  as  snch  tenant  of  Cambron,  Stone  conld  acquire  no  settlement  right  to  tba 
land. 

4.  That  as  a  trespasser  in  violation  of  law  Stone  oonld  not  acquire  any  legal  right 
under  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  or  any  other  act,  based  upon  an  illegal  settlement. 

Each  of  these  grounds  of  error  was  substantially  covered  by  the  ap- 
peal, and  was  fully  considered  by  the  Department  in  passing  4ipou  the 
case.  Notwithstanding  this  it  is  claimed  that  in  some  manner  Cowles 
acquired  a  superior  right  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  French,  for  it 
is  urged  in  argument  that  French  had  been  in  the  undisputed  possession 
of  the  tract  for  fifteen  years  seeking  to  obtain  title  to  it.  Assuming 
this  to  be  true,  French's  possession  could  not  avail  anything  for  Gowles. 
It  apx>ear8  that  French  had  relinquished  all  his  rights  to  the  land 
Gowles  could  not  acquire  any  right  to  the  land  by  virtue  of  his  pur- 
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chase  fipom  Frencli,  "The  only  things  he  can  buy^are  the  improve- 
ments of  a  prior  settler.  His  own  right  as  a  settler  must  date  from  the 
time  he  made  actual  personal  settlement.'^  Wiley  v,  Baymond  (6  L.  D., 
246).  French  is  not  a  party  to  the  controvery,  he  voluntarily  relin- 
qaished  his  rights,  and  after  that  was  done  then  the  question  became 
one  of  settlement  between  Stone  and  Cowles,  neither  of  whom  could 
base  any  claim  to  the  tract  upon  anything  that  French  had  done  there- 
on. As  against  French,  so  long  as  his  entry  remained  of  record,  or  as 
against  the  XTnited  States,  neither  Cowles  nor  Stone  could  acquire  any 
right  by  virtue  of  their  settlements  upon  the  land  covered  by  French's 
entry,  yet  as  between  the  parties  who  have  tBus  settled,  the  settlement 
first  made  in  point  of  time  is  entitled  to-  the  highest  consideration. 
Kruger  v.  Dumbolton  (7  L.  D.,  212). 

This  doctrine  was  clearly  announced  in  the  decision  sought  to  be 
reviewed,  and  there  is  nothing  new  presented  in  the  argument  of  coun- 
sel for  Cowles  upon  this  point. 

Counsel  for  the  motion  assert,  "  that  there  is  not  any  evidence  show- 
ing that  Stone  pretended  to  claim  as  a  settler  until  March  2, 1888,  but 
that  prior  to  that  date  he  was  claiming  the  three  acres  only  under  the 
Gambron  deed,  and  that  up  to  that  date  he  was  a  tenant  under  Cam- 
bron."  This  assumption  is  not  borne  out  by  the  evidence.  The  finding 
of  the  Department  on  this  point  was  as  follows: 

It  is  dear  irom  the  evidemoe  that  he  (Stone)  aU  along,  £rom  AagoBt,  1887,  laid  claim 
to  the  wbole  eighty  acres.  Laying  no  stress  npon  his  offer  to  make  entry  of  the  whole 
eighty,  Angust  17, 1887,  it  clearly  appears  that  when  he  made  settlement  and  took  up 
his  residence  on  the  three  acres,  which  had  been  sold  to  Camhron,  he  did  so  with  the 
expressed  intention  of  claiming  the  whole  subdivision  in  dispnte.  This  is  shown  by 
his  own  and  Cambron's  testimony,  in  fact,  Cowles  must  have  understood  this,  for  he 
admits  that  he  notified  Stone  ''  to  leave  and  quit  the  premises.'' 

A  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  shows  these  findings  to  be 
abmidantly  supported  by  it,  and  the  authorities  cited  by  counsel  are 
not  applicable  to  such  a  state  of  facets. 

No  new  question,  either  of  law  or  f!a«t,  is  presented  by  the  motion 
mider  consideration,  therefore,  I  discover  no  reason  for  disturbing  the 
decision  heretofore  made  in  the  case.    The  motion  is  denied. 


PBACnCE— MOTION  TO  DISMISS  CONTEST-NOTICS. 

JOKNSON  V.  JAOKSON. 

An  order  of  the  local  office  dismissing  a  contest  can  not  be  held  to  be  sua  eponte,  where 
BQch  action  is  not  taken  until  after  a  motion,  asking  for  said  order,  has  been 
filed. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  iUed  after  the  day  set  for  hearing  should  not  be  acted  upon  with- 
out due  notice  to  the  opposite  party. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  a  contest  on  the  ground  that  the  contestant,  In  proceedings  before 
a  commissioner,  has  not  paid  for  taking  the  testimony,  as  required  by  the  rules  of 
practloe,  should  not  be  sustained,  where,  prior  to  action  thereon,  the  requisite 
ftes  have  been  paid  and  the  evidence  transmitted  to  the  local  office* 
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Mrst  AsaiMant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commisinoner  of  the  Generfd 

Land  Office^  January  22^  1892. 

Tour  office,  by  letter  of  May  24, 1888,  directed  that  a  hearing  be  had 
in  the  case  of  John  A.  Johnson  v,  B.  A.  Jackson,  involving  the  hom^ 
stead  entry  made  by  the  latter  February  26, 1888,  for  the  W  J  of  tlie 
SE  i  of  Sec.  17,  T.  21  8.,  E.  28  E.,  Gainesville  land  district,  Florida. 

A  commission  duly  issued  directed  that  testimony  be  taken  before  T. 
J.  Shine,  clerk  of  the  court  of  Orange  county,  Florida,  at  10  o'clock  A.  )L 
of  April  6,  1889;  and  April  16, 1889,  was  set  for  the  examination  of  the 
testimony  by  the  local  officers. 

The  defendant  and  his  attorney  were  present  at  the  time  and  place 
appointed  for  the  taking  of  testimony,  but  the  contestant  failed  to  ap- 
pear. The  case  was  postponed  until  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the 
same  day,  when  the  contestant  appeared,  and  on  his  motion  and  aoeom- 
panying  affidavit  the  case  was  continued  on  account  of  an  absent  irit- 
ness  until  April  9, 1889,  at  12  o'clock  M.  On  that  date,  testimony  was 
taken — the  jurats  and  certificate  being  signed  "T.  J.  Shine,  Clerk,  by 
J.  F.  Bradshaw,  D.  C.^ 

The  testimony  was  not  transmitted  to  the  local  officers  in  time  for 
them  to  render  a  decision  on  the  day  set  therefor  (April  16, 1889, 9upr(i)^ 
A  letter  dated  June  24,  1889,  signed  "  D.  S.  Shine,  D.  C^  is  on  file 
with  the  papers,  advising  the  receiver  that  the  testimony  is  retained  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  appointed  to  take  the  testimony,  on  account  of 
nonpayment  of  fees^  that  the  contestant  had  been  notified  but  had  not 
paid  them. 

On  June  29, 1889,  counsel  for  defendant  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
case,  because  the  contestant  had  failed  to  pay  the  fees,  as  required  by 
Eule  54  of  Practice.  This  motion  was  not  acted  upon  at  the  time,  partly 
on  account  of  the  illness  of  the  receiver,  and  partly  because  of  the  press 
of  other  business. 

Ott  August  16, 1889,  the  testimony  was  received  at  the  local  offlce- 
the  contestant  having  by  this  time  paid  the  fees. 

On  September  29, 1889,  the  receiver  dismissed  the  contest  because  of 
the  contestant's  laches  in  matter  of  fees — ^in  which  action  the  register 
refused  to  join. 

On  October  26, 1889,  the  contestant  appealed  from  the  judgment  of 
the  receiver,  contending  that  the  contest  ought  not  to  have  been  dis- 
missed without  service  upon  contestant  of  the  motion  to  dismiss;  and 
that  his  laches  had  been  cured  by  the  payment  of  the  fees  before  ac- 
tion was  taken  upon  said  motion. 

On  September  2, 1890,  you  rendered  decision  holding  that  upon  the 
contestant's  failure  to  have  the  testimony  in  the  local  office  for  exami- 
nation on  April  16, 1889  (the  day  set),  he  was  in  default;  and  such  de- 
fault being  caused  by  his  neglect  to  comply  with  Rule  54  of  Practice, 
and  he  having  failed  to  explain  his  non-compliance  with  the  role  flfler 
an  opportunity  had  been  afforded  him  to  do  so,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
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local  officers  to  dismiss  the  case  on  their  own  motion  (irrespective  of  the 
motion  of  defendants  counsel.) 

From  your  decision  the  contestant  appeals  to  the  Department,  on  the 
ground,  substantially,  that  you  were  in  error  in  holding  that  the  re- 
ceiver dismissed  the  contest  sua  sponte;  in  holding  that  he  had  author- 
ity to  so  dismiss  it^  in  holding  that  the  report  of  non-payment  of  fees 
was  officially  communicated  to  the  local  officers;  and  in  holding  that 
contestant  was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  his  con- 
test. 

I  think  it  was  within  the  authority  of  the  local  officers  on  the  day  set 
lor  considering  the  testimony  to  have  held  and  announced,  sum  sponte^ 
that  the  contestant  was  in  default,  and  to  have  dismijssed  the  contest, 
for  failure  to  be  present  with  the  evidence  in  the  case  on  said  day  leav- 
ing to  him  the  burden  of  showing,  if  he  could  do  so,  sufficient  reason 
why  such  default  should  be  set  aside.  But  having  omitted  to  act  until 
the  motion  to  dismiss  was  filed,  in  my  opinion,  the  action  had  in  the 
case  thereafter  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  taken  upon  said  mo- 
tion. 

Had  such  motion  been  made  on  the  day  set  for  considering  the  tes- 
timony, it  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  serve  notice  of  the  same 
upon  the  defendant  A  motion  to  dismiss  made  at  a  later  day  ought, 
in  my  opinion,  to  have  been  served  upon  him,  in  accordance  with  Bule 
99  of  Practice.  It  was  therefore  error  to  dismiss  the  contest  without 
such  service. 

Had  the  motion  to  dismiss  (properly  served  upon  the  defendant)  been 
granted  prior  to  the  payment  of  the  fees  and  the  reception  of  the  tes- 
timony, in  my  opinion,  such  action  would  have  been  proper;  but  inas- 
much as  the  fees  had  been  paid  Q,jxd  the  testimony  sent  to  the  local 
officers  before  action  was  taken  upon  the  moti<m,  in  my  opinion,  the 
laches  ought  to  be  considered  as  having  been  cured. 

Your  decision  sustaining  the  action  of  the  receiver  in  dismissing  the 
contest  is  therefore  reversed.  Tou  will  direct  the  local  officers  to  con- 
sider the  testimony  taken,  and  adjudicate  the  case. 


ivkacticb^applicatioiv  fob  bkhkabinq, 

Tucker  v.  N^blson. 

An  applioation  for  a  rehearingy  thoagh  onoe  denied,  may  be  properly  aUowed,  where^ 
on  farther  showing,  it  is  made  to  apppear  that  the  decision  in  question  was  pro- 
cnred  through  fraud  and  deceit  practiced  upon  the  Department. 

Seeretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Lcmd  Office^  Janu- 
ary J2J2y  1892. 

Peter  B«  Kelson  ipade  a  timber-culture  entry  on  January  30, 1885,  for 
the  NW  J  section  14,  T.  3,  N.,  E.  48  W.,  Valentine,  Nebraska,  now 
Chadron,  Nebraska. 
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Wm.  H.  Tacker  initiated  a  contest  against  it  on  February  8, 1886.  A 
trial  was  had,  and  the  register  and  receiver  decided  against  the  entry- 
man,  who  thereupon  appealed  to  yotu  After  considering  the  case  yon 
reversed  the  finding  of  the  local  land  officers  and  dismissed  the  contest 
An  appeal  was  taken  to  this  Department  by  Tucker,  and  on  October  26, 
1889,  your  decision  was  reversed.  Kelson  applied  for  a  rehearlBg,  aiMl 
on  March  16, 1891,  after  considering  said  application,  the  Departanent 
denied  the  same.    (12  L.  D.,  233). 

It  was  stated  in  said  last  named  decision  that, — 

In  opposition  to  the  application,  an  affidavit  has  been  filed,  signed  by  the  sheri^ 
•county  treasurer,  school  superintendent,  and  clerk  of  Dawes  county,  a  foimer  regur 
ter  of  the  land  office,  also,  six  fisiirmeis,  who  swear  that  they  are  well  acquainted 
with  the  tract  in  dispute,  and  to  their  personal  knowledge  there  are  from  sixteen  to 
twenty  acres  of  thrifty  growing  timber  in  the  section,  a  portion  of  which  has  been 
-cleared  off  since  the  initiation  of  the  contest  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  crop,  abo 
that  the  claimant  Jones  (Nelson)  is  a  wealthy  man^  while  the  contestanty  Tacker,  is 
A  poor  man«  These  statements  are  corroborated  by  the  county  Judge  of  Davei 
•county. 

In  AprD,  1891,  If elson  filed  the  affidavits  of  a  nnmber  of  the  parties 
whose  names  appeared  as  affiants  in  behalf  of  Tucker,  as  above,  showing 
that  they  never  made  any  such  affidavits,  and  alleged  that  contestant 
and  Judge  Ballard,  his  father-in-law  and  attorney,  had  not  acted  in 
good  faith,  but  were  attempting  to  de&aud  him  out  of  his  land  and  to 
impose  upon  the  Department. 

After  this  application  was  considered  it  was  decided  that  while  these 
affidavits 

alone  would  not  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  Department  in  revoking  said  deci8ionX>f 
March  16, 1891,  but,  as  it  is  apparent  that  one  of  the  parties  to  said  contest  is  trying 
to  impose  upon  the  Department  by  fraud  and  peijury  •  .  •  .  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  make  further  inquiry. 

A  special  agent  was  directed  to  investigate  the  facts  concerning  the 
signing  of  said  conflicting  affidavits,  the  character  of  the  land,  and  any 
other  facts  tending  to  show  the  good  faith  of  the  parties  to  tins  contro- 
versy. 

On  November  10  to  14, 1891,  inclusive,  an  investigation  was  madehy 
Special  Agent  J.  H,  Wagner,  and  on  December  7, 1891,  his  report  was 
filed  showing  substantially  that  the  greater  number  of  the  affidavits 
furnished  by  Tucker  were  procured  by  his  father-in-law,  Judge  Ballard, 
through  fraudulent  representations,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  they  were 
never  sworn  to. 

The  report  shows  a  thorough  investigation  and,  among  other  things, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  special  agent,  who  examined  the  land  carefolly, 
that  it  is  i)ractically  devoid  of  timber,  and  hence  subject  to  timber- 
culture  entry;  furthermore,  the  report  corroborates  the  showing  made 
by  Nelson  in  his  application  for  a  review  of  the  decision  of  March  16, 
1891  (12  L.  D.,  233). 
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The  judgment  of  the  Department  on  the  original  hearing  between  the 
parties  (9  L.  D.^  520),  was  in  favor  of  contestant,  and  the  judgment  of 
March  16, 1891,  supray  denied  the  motion  for  review.  However,  on  a 
re-appUcation  May  9, 1891,  these  two  judgments  were  suspended  be- 
cause of  the  fraud  alleged,  and  while  a  new  trial  could  not  be  allowed 
under  the  rules  of  practice  because  of  cumulative  evidence,  and,  tech- 
nically speaking,  a  motion  to  review  a  review  will  not  be  allowed ;  still, 
under  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Department  in  a  case  like  this, 
where  an  effort  has  been  made  to  deceive  the  Department,  and  where  it 
has  been  deceived  by  the  furnishing  of  manufactured  testimony,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Department  to  investigate  thoroughly  all  the  matters 
in  issue,  in  order  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  interest 

Accordingly,  you  will  order  a  hearing  between  the  parties  to  settle 
the  questions  brought  in  issue  by  the  contest  of  Tucker,  and  you  will 
give  due  notice  to  Tucker  and  kelson  of  the  time  and  place  of  said 
hearing.  After  this  hearing  has  been  had,  the  register  and  receiver 
will  consider  the  evidence  submitted  and  will  forward  the  same  to  you, 
together  with  their  opinion  thereon,  and  if  either  party  feel  aggrieved 
at  the  finding  of  the  local  officers  he  may  appeal  therefrom.  Upon 
receipt  of  the  record  you  will  re-adjudicate  the  case. 


homssteab  ektby— establishment  of  kbsidsncb. 

Sylvesteb  Gehb. 

Section  3,  act  of  March  2, 1S8Q,  permits,  under  certain  circnmstancea,  a  leave  of  ab- 
sence after  settlement^  but  does  not  authorize  an  extension  of  time  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  residence. 

first  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  January  22, 1892. 

Sylvester  Gehr,  ou  February  15, 1890,  made  entry  under  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat,  854),  of  the  NE^  of  the 
8EJ  of  Sec.  14,  T.  13  S.,  B.  16  W.,  Wa  Keeny  land  district,  Kansas, 

On  August  2, 1890,  he  filed  in  the  local  office  application  for  an  ex- 
tension of  time  in  which  to  establish  residence  on  the  tract,  for  the  rea- 
sons, in  substance,  that  (at  the  date  of  such  application)  he  was  living 
two  hundred  miles  from  the  tract  last  entered;  that  having  a  drought, 
Mb  crops  were  in  part  a  failure,  so  he  was  too  poor  to  make  a  trip  to  the 
tract  and  live  there;  that  it  required  his  x>ersonal  supervision  to  take 
care  of  what  crop  he  had;  that  three  of  his  horses  had  died;  that  his 
wife  declined  to  go  on  to  the  tract  and  live  there;  and  for  other  reasons 
it  would  cause  inconvenience  and  loss  to  him  to  be  compelled  to  take  up 
Us  residence  on  the  tract. 

^e  local  officers,  and  on  appeal,  your  office,  r^ected  the  application* 
He  now  appeals  to  the  Department. 
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The  appeal  might  very  properly  be  dismissed  because  of  contaiBing 
no  specifications  of  error  in  your  decision;  it  simply  reiterates  the 
inconvenience  and  expense  that  would  result  from  being  compelled  to 
remove  to  the  land,  and  '^respectfully  requests  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior to  grant  the  appellant  an  extension  of  time  in  which  to  make 
settlement  upon  said  homestead." 

It  may  be  added  that  the  apprlicant  fails  to  refer  to  any  law  anthorii- 
ing  the  local  officers,  or  your  office,  or  this  Department,  to  extend  the 
time  within  which  he  must  establish  residence  oo  the  tract.  Sec.  3  of 
the  act  of  March  2, 1889  {svpra)^  authorizes  the  local  officers  (under 
such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe)  to  grant 
leave  of  absence  for  one  year  to  any  person  who  has  settled  upon  a  tract, 
and  finds  himself  ^^  unable  by  reason  of  a  total  or  partial  destmction  or 
failure  of  crops,  sickness,  or  other  unavoidable  casualty,  to  secure  a 
support  for  himself,  herself,  or  those  dependent  upon  him  or  her,  upon 
the  lands  settled  uponP  As  the  applicant  in  the  case  at  bar  had  not,  at 
the  date  of  his  application,  settJed  upon  the  tract,  he  does  not  come 
within  the  provisions  of  said  section. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


TIMBEB  CUTTING-DEPARTMENTAL  REGULATIONS. 

Instructions. 

Department  of  the  Interior^ 

Oeneral  Land  Office, 
Washington^  D.  (7.,  January  13thj  1892. 

The  Honorable  The  Secretary  op  the  Interior. 

Sir  :  Beferring  to  our  conversation  of  the  12th  instant  in  relation  to 
the  granting  of  permits  to  cut  timber  from  the  public  lands,  upon  appli- 
cations presented  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  regulations  pre* 
scribed  by  circular  of  May  5, 1891, 12  L.,  456, 1  have  the  honor  to  trans* 
mit  herewith  for  your  consideration,  a  form  of  letter  embodying  your 
verbal  suggestions,  which  I  will  prepare  and  forward  to  each  applicant 
should  the  same  meet  your  approval. 

Very  respectfully, 

Thob.  H.  Garter, 

Oamm%s&i9Mr. 

DSPABTMENT  OF  T9K  iNTBBlOBy 

General  Land  Offick, 

Washington,  D.  C,  January  IStk,  1899. 
Kessn.  Rkbd  and  Kefnsb, 

Selma,  Montana, 

Gentlemen:  Referring  to  ofBce  letter  of  the  4th  instant,  informing  you  that  yoar 
•pplicatioa  to  cat  timber  from  certain  publie  land  described  therein  had  been  sob- 
jnitted  to  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  his  consideration,  I  now  have  the 
honor  to  advise  you  that  the  Hon.  Secretary  has  decided  not  to  grant  any  pennilB  to 


DECISIONS   RELATINa  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  97 

exist  for  a  longer  period  of  time  than  for  one  year  from  date  thereof;  that  not  to  ex- 
ceed  fifty  per  cent  of  the  merchantable  timber  on  the  area  of  land  embraced  in  a 
permit  shall  be  cut  within  the  year ;  and  that  no  permit  shall  cover  a  larger  area  of 
pnblio  lands  containing  timber  than  is  absolutely  required  to  supply  the  actual  ne- 
cessities of  the  people  in  the  community  during  the  life  of  the  permit. 

Your  application  covers  an  area  of  public  land  largely  in  excess  of  what  is  required 
for  the  purposes  named  and  must  be  modified  to  correspond  with  the  instructions  of 
the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  above  set  forth. 

You  will  please  advise  this  office  at  once  as  to  which  of  the  particular  sections  or 
tracts  of  land  covered  by  your  advertisement  and  application  you  desire  to  have  em- 
braced in  a  permit  to  cut  timber^  in  accordance  with  above  mentioned  requirements. 

Should  no  reply  be  received  by  you  within  sixty  days  from  date  hereof  it  will  be 

considered  that  you  have  abandoned  your  application  and  the  papers  relating  thereto 

will  be  filed  without  action. 

Very  respectfully, 

Tho8.  H.  Carter, 

Commi98ioner, 

January  26^  1892. 

The  Commissioner  of  The  General  Land  Office. 

Sir:  I  have  examined  the  form  of  letter  beariDg  date  of  January  13, 
1892,  prepared  by  you  to  be  used  in  the  matter  of  application  for  per- 
mits to  cut  timber  from  the  public  lands.  The  restrictions  and  limita- 
tions  therein  prescribed  are,  in  my  opinion,  just  and  reasonable,  and 
said  form  is  therefore  hereby  approved,  and  is  herewith  returned. 

Very  respectfully, 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 


PBTVATB  CLAIM— SECTION  16,  ACT  OFMABCH  8,  1801. 

San  Ionacio  del  Babacomobi. 

The  repeal  of  section  8,  act  of  July  22, 1854,  and  ''  all  acts  amendatory,  or  in  exten- 
sion thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,''  deprives  the  Department  of  authority 
to  declare  further  reservations  of  land  under  said  acts. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  January 

23y  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  from  your  decision  of  October  4, 1890, 
in  behalf  of  the  parties  asserting  ownership  to  the  private  land  claim 
known  as  ^^  San  Ififnacio  del  Babacomori"  situated  in  Pima  and  Cochise 
counties,  Arizona  Territory,  and,  believing  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by 
you  to  be  correct,  your  judgment  is  hereby  affirmed. 

It  appears  that  the  claimants  for  this  grant  duly  presented  their  ap- 
pUcation  to  the  surveyor-general  of  Arizona  to  investigate  and  report 
upon  the  same  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  the 
act  of  July  22,  1854  (10  Stat.,  308),  and  of  the  appropriation  act  of 
July  15, 1870  (16  Stat.,  291,  304) ;  that  the  surveyor-general  did  exam- 
ine and  report  favorably  upon  said  grant,  which  report  was  duly  for- 
14561— VOL  14 7 
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warded  to  Congress,  but  has  not  been  finally  acted  upon;  that  a  pre- 
liminary survey  of  the  exterior  limits  of  said  grant  was  made,  and 
approved  in  January  16,  1880,  by  the  surveyor-general,  and  that  the 
lands  embraced  in  said  survey,  containing  an  area  of  34,722.03  acreSf 
or  about  eight  square  leagues,  have  been  in  reservation  since  that  time. 

The  present  appeal  is  from  your  decision,  declining  to  increase  the 
area  of  said  reservation  to  the  extent  of  132,000  acres,  or  more  than 
thirty  square  leagues  of  land.  The  reasons  given  for  this  refusal  are 
entirely  satisfactory  as  set  forth  by  you,  and  need  not  be  repeated 
herein. 

But,  in  addition  to  the  reasons  assigned,  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
since  the  date  of  your  decision  the  act  of  March  3,1891  (26  Stat.,  854),— 
"  to  establish  a  court  of  private  land  claims  ",  etc.,  has  been  passed,  by 
section  15  of  which  are  repealed  section  8  of  the  act  of  July  22,  1854, 
supra,  *^  and  all  acts  amendatory  or  in  extension  thereof,  or  supple- 
mentary thereto.''  By  this  repeal  it  is  considered  that  the  officers  of 
the  Land  Department  are  without  authority  to  declare  further  reserva 
tions  under  said  acts. 


TIMBER  CUL.TURE  ENTRT— PI.  ANTING  -  PROTECTION  OF  TRESS. 

Davis  v.  Chauvin. 

Sowing  tree  seeds  broadcast  on  the  land  is  not  a  proper  "planting''  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  timber  cnlture  sict. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  entryman  to  make  adequate  provision  for  the  protection  of 
the  trees  planted  on  the  claim. 

A  review  wiU  not  be  granted  when  the  motion  rests  upon  the  proposition  that  a  re- 
examination of  the  evidence  before  presented  may  bring  about  a  different  re- 
sult. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Zand  Office,  January 

23,  1892. 

This  is  a  motion  for  a  review  of  the  departmental  decision  of  July 
16, 1891,  in  the  above  entitled  case,  involving  the  SW  J,  section  14,  T. 
25,  R.  25,  and  directing  that  the  timber  culture  entry  (No.  794)  made 
January  21, 1884,  by  Emile  Chauvin,  jr.,  at  Visalia,  California,  be  can- 
celed. 

The  motion  alleges  fifteen  specifications  of  error. 

The  first  six  8X)ecifications  relate  to  the  broad-cast  sowing  of  the  tim- 
ber seeds,  and  are  in  effect  that  there  was  error  in  holding  that  such 
sowing  was  not  authorized  by  law. 

The  timber-culture  act  (20  Stat.,  113),  section  1,  provides  tliat  the  en- 
tryman "  shall  plant,  protect,  and  keep  in  a  healthy,  growing  condi- 
tion," the  required  number  of  acres  of  timber,  and  sowing  seeds  broad- 
cast is  not  a  proper  << planting"  within  the  meaning  of  said  section,  and 
prevents  the  "cultivation"  required  by  section  second  of  said  act 
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Such  has  been  the  ruling  of  the  Depai*tment.  Hunter  v.  Orr,  ^5  L.  D., 
8) ;  Severson  v.  White  (6  L.  D.,  716). 

The  eighth  specification  alleges  error  in  holding  that  the  land  should 
be  fenced  when  there  is  a  State  law  in  force  which  dispenses  with 
fences. 

In  the  opinion  it  is  held  ^^  that  the  law  is  not  complied  with  unless 
the  necessary  growth  of  timber  is  secured,"  and  recites  the  fact  that  in 
1887  "these  seeds  came  up,  but  were  nearly  all  destroyed  about  May  of 
that  year  by  the  sheep,  and  the  rest  were  destroyed  by  the  bugs  and 
rabbits." 

It  is  made  the  duty  of  the  entryman  to  "protect  and  keep  in  a 
healthy,  growing  condition"  the  timber,  as  already  recited.  The  mode 
of  protection  is  immaterial  so  long  as  it  is  effectual.  If  fencing  is  the 
only  mode  practicable,  it  is  no  excuse  for  not  fencing  that  the  State  law 
does  not  require  it.  Such  a  law  cannot  repeal  the  law  of  the  United 
States,  or  release  the  entryman  from  its  requirements. 

The  ninth  spetafication  alleges  error  "in  holding  that  claimant  was 
responsible  for  the  destruction  of  his  young  timber  sprouts  or  trees.^ 
He  can  properly  be  held  responsible  for  the  part  of  the  destruction 
which  was  wrought  by  sheep,  because  it  could  have  been  prevented 
by  a  suitable  fence,  the  erection  of  wliich  was  a  matter  under  his  con- 
trol. His  failuie,  therefore,  to  secure  the  necessary  growth  of  trees 
cannot  be  excused,  but  must  be  attributed  to  negligence. 

The  other  specifications  of  error  are  either  based  upon  mistaken  as- 
sumptions of  what  was  decided,  or  raise  no  new  questions  for  consid- 
eration. 

Review  will  not  be  allowed  when  the  motion  rests  upon  the  proposition  that  a  re- 
examination of  the  evidence  before  presented  may  bring  about  a  different  result. 

Nor  will  such  motion  be  granted  upon  the  ground  that  the  decision  is  not  supported 
by  the  evidence,  if  fair  minds  might  reasonably  differ  as  to  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
from  the  evidence.    Chas.  W.  McKallor  (9  L.  D.,  680). 

The  motion  is  denied. 


pbtvatb  bntrt— bqititabiib  action. 

Henby  Milne. 

A  private  cash  entry,  including  land  embraced  within  a  prior  timber  culture  entry, 
may  be  equitably  confirmed,  in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim,  where  the  said 
timber  oulture  entry  has  been  canceled,  and  good  faith  is  apparent. 

Ftrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  January  23 j  1892. 

On  October  17, 1885,  James  R.  Cunningham  made  a  timber-culture 
entry  No.  448,  for  SB.  \  of  8W.  J,  S.  J  of  SB.  J  and  NE.  J  of  SB.  i  of 
section  14,  T.  10  8.,  R.  24  B.,  Roswell,  New  Mexico. 


0   ^ 
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It  appears  however  that  no  record  of  this  entry  was  made  in  the 
office  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

On  August  20, 1870,  before  the  above  entry  was  made,  the  land  in 
question  was  offered  at  public  sale  in  accordance  with  an  executire 
proclamation. 

On  December  18, 1885,  two  months  after  the  entry  of  Cunning^haiD, 
Heury  Milne  made  cash  entry  for  the  E.  J  of  NW.  J,  E.  i  of  SW.  J  and 
the  E.J  of  section  14,  T.  10  S.,  B.  24  E.,  which  entry  included  the  tract 
theretofore  entered  by  Cunningham.  The  record  shows  that  the  tiinber- 
culture  entryman  made  no  improvement  on  the  tract  whatever,  and  in 
fact  never  went  into  possession  thereof,  nor  planted  any  trees,  and  his 
entry  was  relinquished  on  February  23,  1889. 

On  June  21, 1890,  you  held  that  that  part  of  the  cash  entry  of  Milne 
couilictiug  with  the  prior  entry  of  Cunningham  is  ^^  illegal  s^d  cannot 
be  confirmed  by  this  office,  unless  he  makes  an  affidavit  stating  that  he 
was  ignorant  of  the  true  status  of  this  land  at  the  date  of  his  entry." 

Milne  has  appealed  from  your  judgment  to  this  Department,  and  has 
filed  his  own  .affidavit  and  ,a  certificate  of  the  register  and  receiver  ot 
the  land  office^. his  affidavit  showing  that  he  purchased  in  good  faith, 
and  that  the  records  of  the  local  land  office  did  not  disdose  the  &ct 
that  a  prior  entry  had  been  allowed  for  any  part  of  the  land  included 
in  his  cash  entry,  and  the  statement  of  the  register  and  receiver  corrob- 
orating his  affidavit  as  to  what  the  records  of  their  office  show. 

The  cancellation  of  the  entry  of  Cunningham  removes  all  advense 
claims  to  the  land,  pnd  leaves  the  settlement  of  the  matter  between  the 
government  and  Milne. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  the  entry  of  Cunningham  segregated  the  tract 
covered  by  it  firom  the  public  domain,  so  long  as  it  remained  uncanceled. 
However,  since  the  timber-culture  entry  has  been  canceled,  and  as  no 
adverse  claims  exist,  the  case  may  properly  be  referred  to  the  board  of 
equitable  adjudication  for  .confirmation. 

Rule  19,  of  the  rules  for  the  government  of  this  board,  provides  that — 
<*A11  entries  made  upon  land  appropriated  by  entry  or  selection  but 
which  entry  or  selection  was  subsequently  canceled  for  illegality,"  may 
be  referred,  etc. 

In  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim  the  entry  of  Milne,  though  partly 
included  within  the  prior  timber-culture  entry  of  Cunningham,  may  be 
submitted  to  said  board,  inasmuch  as  the  timber-culture  entry  is  shown 
to  have  been  canceled  upon  th«  abandonment  and  relinquishment  of 
the  entryman,  and  the  good  faith  of  Milne  is  shown.  Frank  V.  Hol- 
ston  (7  L.  D.,  218);  Delbridge  v,  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation  Com- 
pany (8  L.  D.,  410);  Edward  Riley  (9  L.  D.,  232);  St.  Paul,  MinneapoHs 
and  Manitoba  Ry.  Co.  v.  Listoe  (9  L.  D.,  534), 

Yonr  decision  is  modified  accordingly. 
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HEPATMENT— TRANSPEKEE— ACT  OF  JUNE  16,  1880. 

Adolph  Emebt. 

The  only  person  qualified  to  apply  for  repayment  nnder  section  2,  act  of  June  16, 
1880,  is  the  one  in  whom  the  title  to  the  land  is  vested  at  the  date  of  the  can- 
cellation of  the  entry,  or  the  heirs  of  snch  party. 

Secretary  Noble  to  First  Comptroller  Matthews^  January  25, 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yonr  letter  of  January  2, 1892,  calling  my  atten- 
tion to  the  application  of  Adolph  Emert  final  grantee  of  Jane  Hamil- 
ton, for  the  repayment  of  the  fees  and  commissions  ($14)  paid  by  said 
Hamilton  on  her  homestead  entry,  together  with  the  purchase  money 
(200)  paid  on  the  said  commnted  homestead  cash  entry,  at  Hnron,  South 
Dakota. 

These  entries  were  canceled  July  17, 1886,  for  insufficiency  of  resi- 
dence and  improvement.  Two  ye.ars  thereafter  on  July  26, 1887,  Ham- 
ilton transferred  her  interest  in  the  land  by  quit  claim  deed  to  Hans 
Griebling  for  $200,  subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $226,  given  by  Hamilton 
soon  after  making  her  cash  entry.  On  August  25, 1888,  Griebling 
transferred  his  interest  by  warranty  deed  to  Basil  J.  Templeton,  con- 
sideration $100,  and  on  September  8, 1891,  Templeton  transferred  his 
interest  to  the  applicant  Eniert  by  quit  claim  deed,  consideration  $200. 

In  the  meantime,  viz.,  on  July  22, 1890,  one  Eobert  M.  Snyder  made 
cash  entry  and  payment,  $200,  for  the  land.  You  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  Hamilton  transferred  her  interest  in  the  land  after  the  date  of 
cancellation  of  her  entry,  and  say. 

Could  Jane  Hamilton  seU,  ascdgn  or  transfer  any  interest  in,  or  title  to,  this  land; 
after  her  entry  was  canceled  by  the  United  States!  Is  not  such  a  sale  or  assignment 
of  a  claim  prohibited  by  section  3477,  Revised  Statutes,  U.  S.  f  Does  not  section  2 
of  the  act  of  June  16,  1880  (21  Stat.,  287),  mean  tLat  repayment  shall  be  made  to  th^ 
entryman,  his  heirs  or  legal  assigns,  who  have  the  legal  title  to  and  possession  of, 
the  land  at  the  time  the  original  entry  is  canceled. 

Section  two  of  the  act  of  June  16, 1880,  provides, 

In  an  casee  where  homestead  or  timber  culture  or  desert  land  entries  or  other  en- 
tries of  pablio  lands  have  heretofore  or  shall  hereafter  be  canceled  for  conflict,  or 
where,  from  any  cause,  the  entry  has  been  erroneously  allowed  and  cannot  be  cour 
finned,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cause  to  be  repaid  to  the  person  who  made 
such  entry,  or  to  his  heirs  or  assigns,  the  fees  and  commissions,  amount  of  purchase 
money  and  excees  paid  upon  the  same. 

I  think  it  was  clearly  the  intention  of  Congress  that  money  paid  on 
entries  of  public  lands  should  be  returned  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
vhere  said  entries  were  erroneously  allowed  and  can  not  be  confirmed, 
and  the  entry  in  question  appears  to  be  of  that  class.  The  government 
bas  reso  Id  the  land  and  received  the  purchase  price  provided  by  law, 
and  it  can  not  be  presumed  that  it  desires  to  retain  double  that  amount. 
The  important  question  to  be  determined  is,  who  is  entitled  to  receive 
the  money  returned  by  the  government  t 
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It  is  clear  that  after  the  cancellation  of  the  entry,  the  entrym.an  has 
no  right  to  the  land  that  he  can  sell  or  dispose  of.  It  is  equally  clear 
that  on  the  cancellation  of  an  entry  under  the  conditions  prescribed  in 
the  statute,  a  claim  against  the  government  for  the  repajonent  of  the 
purchase  money  and  fees  and  commissions  is  created,  and  the  statute 
declares  that  said  payment  shall  be  made  to  the  entryman  or  his  heirs 
or  assigns  but  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  contemplated  as  assigns  only 
those  who  became  such  while  the  entryman  had  an  interest  in  the  land, 
or  in  other  words  assigns  prior  to  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry.  In  the  case  under  consideration  there  had  been  no  sale  of  the 
land  prior  to  the  date  of  cancellation  and  the  title  at  that  date  was  in 
Hamilton,  and  as  a  consequence  she  was  and  is  the  holder  of  the  claim 
against  the  government  for  the  repayment  of  the  purchase  money. 
Under  the  provisions  of  section  3477,  Bevised  Statutes,  this  claim  in  it;9 
present  condition,  could  not  be  transferred. 

In  the  case  now  befoi*e  me,  I  am  satisfied,  upon  further  consideration, 
that  repayment  should  not  be  made  to  the  present  applicant,  but  that 
the  only  party  qualified  under  the  statute  to  make  the  application  is  the 
one  in  whom  the  title  was  vested  at  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry,  or  her  heirs. 

I  would  request  that  you  return  the  case  to  this  Department  in  order 
that  proper  disposition  of  the  same  may  be  made. 


BIGHT  OF  WAT— STATION  GROITNDS. 

Busk  Tunnel  Eailway  Co. 

A  plat  of  station  grounds  wiU  not  be  approved  where  said  gronndfl  areso  looat«^  as 

to  exelado  access  to  pnblic  lands  not  included  therein. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oetieral  Land  Office^  January 

28^  1892. 

I  have  at  hand  the  letter  of  the  19th  instant  fix>m  the  Acting  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  submitting,  and  recommending 
the  approval  of,  a  plat  filed  by  the  Busk  Tunnel  Eailway  Company  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  right  of  way  act  of  March  3, 1875,  showing  a 
tract  of  twenty  acres  of  land  in  Colorado  selected  for  station  purj)oses. 

The  line  of  the  road  of  this  company,  where  the  tract  in  question  is 
located,  runs  in  close  proximity  to  that  of  tbe  Colorado  Midland  Rail- 
way Company.  It  also  runs  to  and  along  the  shore  of  Lake  Ivanbi>e, 
The  selection  is  so  made  that  in  connection  with  the  lake  shore,  the 
right  of  way  of  the  Colorado  Midland  Railway  Comj)any  and  its  own 
right  of  way  the  company  inclose  several  tracts  of  public  land.  Access 
to  these  tracts  can  be  gained  only  by  crossing  right  of  way  already 
granted  or  by  water  communication. 

The  approval  of  this  plat  would,  therefore,  practically  secure  to  the 
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coropaiiy  the  use  of  lands  additional  to  the  proposed  station  grounds 
without  authority  of  law  and  by  the  quasi  countenance  of  the  Depart- 
ment. It  would  virtually  place  an  obstruction  in  the  way  of  the  ao- 
quisition  of  these  tracts  of  public  lands,  by  those  so  inclined,  neither 
contemplated  nor  permissible  under  the  right  of  way  act  nor  under  the 
general  land  laws. 

I  do  not  deem  it  proper  to  contribute  to  such  results  and  return  the 
plat  hei-ewith  unapproved. 

My  present  action  is  in  harmony  with  that  taken  on  the  plat  filed  by 
the  Continental  Railway  and  Telegraph  Company  and  returned  to  you 
without  approval  with  letter  of  July  31, 1891, 13  L.  D.  111. 


RAILROAD   GRANT— REIjII^QUISHMKNT— ACT  OF  JUKE  16,  1880. 

Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  E.  R.  Co.  t?.  Carter. 

The  relinqnishment  of  June  25,  1881,  filed  by  the  grantee  under  the  act  of  May  17, 
1856,  was  for  the  benefit  of  bona  fide  settlers,  and  an  entrynian  who  in  fact  never 
effected  a  settlement  is  not  entitled  to  invoke  the  protection  of  said  relinquish- 
ment. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  2,  act  of  June  15,  1880,  extends  only  to  entries 
of  land  ''properly  subject  to  such  entry,''  and  does  not  include  an  entry  of  land 
pievionsly  withdrawn  in  aid  of  a  railroad  grant. 

Secretary  Koble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

27,  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Florida  Central  and  Peninsular 
Railroad  Company  from  your  decision  of  April  28,  1890,  rejecting  its 
claim  to  lots  11  and  12,  Sec.  7,  T.  12  S.,  E.  23  E.,  Gainesville  land  dis- 
trict, Florida. 

The  facts  in  the  present  case  are  as  follows: 

On  October  23,  1876,  Stephen  D.  Carter  made  homestead  entry  No. 
4225,  for  the  above  described  tract,  which  entry  was  canceled  Novem- 
ber 21,  1885,  for  failure  to  make  proof  within  the  time  limited  by  law. 

On  December  4, 1885,  he  was  permitted,  however,  to  purchase  the 
land  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat.,  237), 
and  cash  certificate  No.  10,831  was  issued  upon  such  purchase. 

Your  decision  appealed  from  holds  as  follows : 

Said  company's  relincxuishment  ''in  favor  of  all  actual  hona  fide  settlers  who 
made  improyements  prior  to  the  16th  day  of  March,  1881/'  protects  the  homestead 
entry  of  Mr.  Carter^  inasmuch  as  it  appears  to  have  been  properly  allowed  and  was 
of  record  and  prima  fade  valid  at  the  date  of  such  relinquishment. 

This  tract  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  State  of 
Florida  under  the  act  of  May  17,  1856  (11  Stat.,  16),  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  railroad  "  from  Amelia  Island,  on  the  Atlantic,  to  the 
waters  of  Tampa  Bay,  with  a  branch  to  Cedar  Key,  on  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico,'^  under  which  the  appellant  lays  claim  to  this  land. 
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On  December  14, 1860,  a  map  showing  the  location  of  this  road  wa^i 
filed  in  your  oiiice,  which  map  was  returned  for  the  purpose  of  x»rocur- 
ing  and  attaching  thereto  the  certificate  of  the  governor  of  Florida,  as 
evidence  that  it  was  filed  by  authority  of  the  State. 

This  map  was  never  re-filed,  but  a  duplicate  map  was  approved  by 
Mr.  Secretary  Schurz,  by  his  decision  of  January  28,  1881,  and  the 
order  of  withdrawal,  directed  in  the  same  decision,  was  made  March 
16, 1881,  and  received  at  the  local  office  the  26th  of  that  month. 

The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of  1860  was 
considered  by  Mr.  Secretary  Teller  (2  L.  D,,  661),  where  it  was  held 
that  said  map  *^was  valid  and  sufficient  to  fix  and  locate  definitely  tht* 
line  of  the  road,  and  to  bring  home  to  the  Interior  Department  notice 
of  such  location,"  and  "that  a  legislative  withdrawal  followed  the  fiUng 
of  that  map.    Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals,  106  TJ.  S.,  SGO.'^ 

It  will  therefore  be  seen  that  this  tract  was  withdrawn  from  entry 
on  December  14, 1860,  and  as  the  grant  was  never  forfeited,  it  could 
not  thereafter  be  entered  without  permission  or  license  from  the  com- 
pany. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  here  recite  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  lead- 
ing to  the  execution  of  certain  general  relinquishments,  in  favor  of 
a(itual  settlers,  by  the  railroad  companies  claiming  this  grant  through 
the  State;  suffice  it  to  say  that  two  such  relinquishments  have  been 
filed.  The  first,  dated  April  1, 1876,  was  of  such  lands  "as  may  be 
found  by  the  general  land  department  at  Wjishington  to  be  occupie^l 
by  actual  settlers  who  may  be  entitled  to  equitable  relief  up  to  Decem- 
ber 13, 1875."    The  second,  dated  June  25, 1881,  is  as  follows: 

In  clue  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  the  company  has  decided  to  extend 
tho  relinquishment  or  waiver  heretofore  made  to  actual  bona  fide  settlers  who  made 
improvements  prior  to  the  16th  day  of  March,  1881,  upon  which  day  your  instruc- 
tions were  issned  to  the  local  land  office.  The  Department  can  accordingly  apply 
tliis  waiver  or  relinquishment  in  its  action  upon  the  cases  of  aU  such  actual  settlers 
who  shall  have  entitled  themselves  to  patents. 

From  the  above  it  is  apparent  that  Carter  was  not  included  in  the 
first  relinquishment;  hence,  at  the  date  of  his  entry,  October  23,  1876. 
there  was  no  authority  for  the  allowance  of  the  same,  and  the  mere  fact 
that,  at  this  time,  the  rights  of  the  company  under  its  location  of  18C0 
were  disregarded,  doe^  not  aflfcct  the  position  above  stated. 

The  secx)nd  section  of  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  {supra),  provides: 

That  persons  who  have  heretofore  under  any  of  the  homestead  laws  enteretl  lamhs 

properly  subject  to  such  entry may  entitle  themselves  to  said  lands  by 

paying  the  government  price  therefor. 

The  condition  upon  which  this  privilege  is  given  is,  that  the  lands  at 
the  date  of  the  entry  were  "  properly  subject  to  such  entry." 

This  was  not  the  condition  here,  and  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  the  allowance  of  the  purchase  under  said  act  was  error,  and  that 
the  same  should  be  canceled. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  relinquishment,  executed  by  the  company  in 
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1881,  npon  its  claim  to  this  land,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  had  Garter 
been  a  bona  fide  settler,  the  same  wonld  have  been  effective  in  his  favor; 
Dut,  from  his  own  statement,  he  did  not  live  upon  the  land,  merely  hav- 
ing it  cnltivated  for  one  year,  and  with  the  cancellation  of  his  entry 
any  claim,  as  against  the  grant,  was  at  an  end.  In  other  words,  the 
relinquishment  of  1881  did  not  include  Carter's  entry. 

This  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  holding  in  the  case  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v,  Munsell  (9  L.  D.,  237),  wherein  it  was  held 
that  a  relinquishment  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194), 
relieves  the  land  included  therein  from  all  claim  on  the  part  of  the  rail- 
road company. 

In  that  case  but  one  tract  was  described,  and  by  such  description  the 
relinquishment  became  absolute,  as  it  was  made  by  the  company  with 
a  knowledge  of  the  status  of  the  land  therein  described. 

Here  the  relinquishment,  or  waiver,  is  general,  and  the  character  of 
the  claims  included  is  clearly  described.  It  must  therefore  first  be 
shown  that  the  condition  exists,  before  it  can  be  held  that  the  relin- 
quishment applies. 

The  statement  by  Carter,  before  referred  to,  relative  to  his  settle- 
ment upon  this  tract  was  made  in  response  to  a  call  from  your  office 
for  a  corroborated  affidavit  by  Carter  showing  date  of  settlement,  dura- 
tion of  residence,  nature  and  extent  of  improvements  and  cultivation, 
and  entire  connection  with  the  land.  As  against  Carter,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  he  would  be  bound  thereby,  but  it  is  not  my  intention  to 
make  such  an  award  of  this  land,  as  will  preclude  any  other  person, 
claiming  an  interest  therein,  from  showing  by  comi)etent  evidence  that 
Carter's  claim  was  such  as  would  be  protected  by  the  relinquishment 
of  the  company. 

Your  decision  is  accordingly  reversed. 


MIKING  CLAIM— NOTICE— RIGHT  OF  WAT  ACT. 

Eugene  McCarthy. 

The  pabliflhed  notice  of  application  is  sufflciently  definite^  in  the  matter  of  showing 
the  connection  of  a  mining  claim  with  the  public  BUTveyf  where  it  identifies 
said  claim  by  connecting  the  same  with  a  comer  of  a  patented  townsite,  which 
is  also  the  comer  of  a  patented  placer  claim,  both  of  which  are  connected  with 
a  United  States  mineral  monument. 

A.  mining  claim  in  conflict  with  a  prior  grant  to  a  railroad  company  for  station  pur- 
poses may  pass  to  patent  subject,  however,  to  the  right  of  occupancy  by  the 
company  as  to  the  part  in  conflict. 

Becretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

^,  1892. 

On  October  27, 1885,  Eugene  McCarthy  and  Knut.  Benson  located 
tbe  Kendall  Mountain  Placer  Claim  on  unsurveyed  land  in  Animas 
mining  district,  San  Juan  county,  Colorado,  containing  27.96  acres, 
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which  was  recorded  November  2, 1885^  in  book  D  1.  page  375,  of  the 
records  of  said  county.  On  February  13, 1886,  said  Benson  conveyed 
his  interest  in  said  claim  to  said  McCarthy. 

On  March  30, 1886,  said  McCarthy  made  application  at  the  Dnrango 
land  office  for  a  patent  for  said  claim. 

The  register  ordered  the  following  notice  of  said  application  to  be 
published  in  a  weekly  newspaper  for  ten  consecutive  weeks,  beginning 
April  3, 1886,  and  ending  June  5, 1886,  which  was  so  published  in  the 
'^  Silverton  Democrat'' — 

Mining  applicatum,  No,  587. 

Unitbd  States  LAin>  Office^ 
Durango,  Colo,,  March  SO,  1886, 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  Eugene  McCarthy,  whose  post-office  address  \b  Sflver- 
ton,  San  Juan  county,  Colorado,  has  this  day  filed  his  application  for  a  patent  for 
the  KendaU  Mountain  Placer  claim,  situated  in  Animas  mining  district,  San  Juan 
county,  Colorado,  and  known  and  designated  by  the  field  notes  and  official  plat  on 
file  in  this  office  as  Lot  No.  2468  on  the  unsurveyed  domain,  and  being  more  particu- 
larly described  as  follows,  to  wit: 

Beginning  at  Cor.  No.  1  a  post  marked  1x2468,  whence  Kendall  moantain  bears  S 
34^  12'  E,  Bear  mountain  bears  S  73"^  40'  W,  Red  peak  bears  N  33^  40"  W.,  cor.  No.  11 
townsite  of  Silverton,  which  is  also  cor.  No.  6,  survey  No.  601  ClemmonSy  et  aU 
placer  bears  S  39^  5'  W.  352  ft.  Thence— Var.  14^  35'  E.— S  39^  5'  W.  1100  feet  to 
cor.  No.  2,  a  post  marked  2x2468.  Thence  S  58^  20'  E.  lOLO  ft.  to  cor.  No.  3,  a 
post  marked  3x2468.  Thence  N  34^  6'  E,  1460  fb.  to  cor.  No.  4,  a  post  marked  4x2468. 
Thence  N  79^  55'  W,  1000  ft.  to  place  of  begiuuing. 

Area — containing  27.96  acres. 

Said  Kendall  Mountain  Placer  claim  is  recorded  in  Book  D  1  page  375  of  the  rec- 
ords of  San  Juan  county,  Colorado. 

Adjoining  claims,  Silverton  townsite  and  survey  No.  601  Clemmons  ei  al,  placer, 

Charles  C.  Clemmons,  et  al.,  claimants. 

D.  L.  Sheets,  Begist^. 
First  publication,  April  3,  1886. 

Last  publication,  June  5,  1886. 

No  adverse  claim  was  filed  and  said  placer  claim  was  entered  July 
14, 1886  (mineral  entry  No.  513),  and  final  receipt  and  certificate  were 
issned  to  said  McCarthy  for  said  claim,  designated  as  lot  No.  2468. 

On  Jnly  23, 1886,  the  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Eailroad  Company 
filed  a  protest  against  the  issuance  of  a  patent  to  said  applicant  for  so 
much  of  said  placer  claim  '^  bounded  and  described  in  United  States 
survey  No.  2468  as  is  included  within  the  following  limits,  to  wit "  : 

Beginning  at  comer  No.  2  of  the  Kendall  Mountain  Placer  (U.  S.  Survey  No.  2468) 
near  Silverton;  thence  S  58^  20^  E.along  the  southerly  side  of  said  placer  a  distance 
of  165  feet,  more  or  less,  to  an  intersection  with  the  easterly  line  of  the  Denver  and 
Rio  Grande  Railroad  depot  grounds ;  thonce  northeasterly  along  said  line  of  depot 
grounds  a  distance  of  715  feet,  more  or  less,  to  an  oak  post  at  the  northeast  comer 
of  said  depot  grounds ;  thence  northwesterly  164.59  feet  to  the  northeast  comer  of 
Silverton  townsite,  said  comer  being  on  the  line  between  comers  No.  1  and  No.  *2 
of  aforesaid  KendaU  Mountain  Placer,  and  352  feet  southwesterly  from  corner  No.  1 
thereof;  thence  S  39^  05'  W.  along  said  line  between  comers  No.  1  and  No.  2  a  dis- 
tance of  748  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  place  of  beginning;  containing 2.72 acres,  more 
or  less. 
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Said  protest  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  said  company  is  theowner 
and  possessor  of  said  2.72  acres,  as  part  of  twenty  acres  claimed  by 
said  company  for  station  and  depot  purposes,  under  the  act  of  Congress 
of  June  8,  1872  (17  Stat,  339),  granting  to  said  company  a  "  right  of 
way  over  the  public  domain,"  together  with  such  public  lands  adjacent 
thereto  as  might  be  needed  for  station  purposes,  ^<  not  exceeding  twenty 
acres  at  any  one  station." 

The  papers  were  transmitted  to  your  office. 

By  your  letter  of  December  27, 1888,  to  the  local  officers,  you  hold 
that  as  the  plat  and  field  notes  of  the  survey  of  said  placer  claim  de- 
scribe the  claim  as  being  connected  with  the  United  States  Silverton 
locating  monument,  by  a  line  from  a  corner  of  said  claim,  which  is 
omitted  from  said  published  notice,  the  latter  is  insufficient  to  put 
parties  on  their  guard  who  might  desire  to  file  adverse  claims,  and  you 
directed  a  republication  and  posting  of  an  amended  notice.  You  also 
held  that  "  as  said  placer  claim  was  not  located  until  October  27, 1885, 
more  than  two  years  after  the  copy  of  the  station  plat  was  received  at 
your  office,  the  land  was  clearly  subject  to  the  right  of  occupation  for 
station  purposes."  You  also  directed  that  claimant  be  notified  of  his 
right  of  appeal. 

An  appeal  was  filed  inthe  local  office  April  22, 1890,  by  C.  M.  Frazier, 
as  attorney  for  the  claimant. 

The  specifications  of  error  allege  that  said  decision  is  erroneous, 
among  other  reasons,  because, — 

Ut — ^That  said  KendaU  Mountain  Placer  claim  is  tied  to  comer  No.  11,  townsiteof 
Silyerton,  and 

2nd — ^It  is  tied  to  corner  No.  6  of  the  Glemmons  et  ah  placer  claim;  both  of  which 
are  patented  and  tied  to  the  U.  S.  government  monument,  for  this  reason,  the  claim 
is  connected  with  certain  corners  of  the  townsite  o  f  Silverton,  Colo.,  and  the  Glem- 
mons el  a/.',  placer,  which  corners  are  themselves  connected  by  course  and  distance 
to  U.  S.  mineral  monument. 

By  your  letter  of  May  5,  1890,  you  declined  to  entertain  said  appeal, 
and  held  said  entry  for  cancellation.  An  appeal  from  this  decision  was 
duly  taken  and  the  case  is  now  brought  before  me,  and  all  questions 
arising  upon  the  whole  record  can  now  be  determined  upon  their  merits. 

The  principal  question  in  the  case  is  whetlier  or  not  the  published 
notice  sufficiently  described  the  placer  claim  to  comply  with  the  law 
and  regulations.  Section  2325,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, 
requires  the  claimant  of  a  mining  claim  to  file  with  the  register  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  surveyor-general  "  that  the  plat  is  correct,  with  such 
farther  description  by  such  reference  to  natural  objects,  or  perma- 
nent monuments,  as  shall  identify  the  claim,  and  famish  an  accurate 
description  to  be  incorporated  in  the  patent,"  and  the  register  is  di- 
rected to  "  publish  a  notice  that  such  application  has  been  made." 

The  object  of  publishing  a  notice  is  to  afford  all  parties  claiming  ad- 
versely an  opportunity  to  present  their  claims,  and  therefore  the  notice 
should  sufficiently  "  identify"  the  claim  for  that  purpose. 
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With  this  end  in  view  the  regulations  of  the  Department  (Mining 
Circular  1889,  page  22,  Sec.  43)  require  the  surveyor-general  to 

describe  the  locus  of  the  claim  with  reference  to  the  lines  of  pnblio  sorveyB  by  a  line 
connecting  a  corner  of  the  claim  with  the  nearest  public  comer  of  the  United  States 
surreys,  unless  such  claim  be  on  unsuryeyed  lands  at  a  remote  distance  from  sneh 
public  corner,  in  which  latter  case  the  reference  by  course  and  distance  to  pemia- 
neut  objects  in  the  neighborhood  will  be  a  sufficient  designation  by  'which  to  fix 
the  lootis  until  the  public  surveys  shall  have  been  closed  upon  its  boundaries. 

In  this  case  the  claim  was  connected  to  a  corner  of  a  toii'nsite,  which 
was  also  a  comer  of  a  placer  claim,  both  of  which  wefe  patented  and 
connected  with  a  United  States  mineral  monument.  Was  such  a  con- 
nection suflScient  to  "identify''  the  claim! 

In  Alta  Mill  Site  (8  L.  D.,  195),  it  was  held  that  the  survey  of  the 
mill  site  need  not  be  connected  with  a  mineral  monument,  or  comer  of 
the  public  surveys,  if  connection  be  shown  with  the  lode  claimed  in 
conjunction  therewith.  Such  secondary  connection  of  the  mill-site 
through  the  survey  of  the  mining  claim  was  held  sufficient  in  law. 

It  appears  by  the  report  of  the  deputy  surveyor-general  on  file  in  the 
papers  of  this  case,  that  "  The  natural  center  of  trade  is  the  town  of 
Silverton,  a  place  of  fifteen  hundred  inhabitants,  which  adjoins  this 
claim  on  the  west." 

In  case  of  the  Emperor  Wilhelm  Lode  (5  L.  D.,  685),  the  survey  of 
the  claim  was  connected  with  a  comer  of  the  George  M.  Tibbets  lode, 
and  bounded  by  the  Wyoming  lode  southwesterly,  and  it  was  said — "It 
does  not  appear  that  the  Wyoming  lode  ever  went  to  entry,  and  the 
George  M.  Tibbets  lode  was  not  patented  until  March  6, 1884,"  or  after 
the  notice  which  was  given  December  26,  1882.  Here  the  implication 
is  that  if  the  Tibbets  lode  had  been  patented  when  the  notice  was  given 
it  would  have  been  sufficient. 

Surveys  of  townsites  and  mining  claims  are  made  under  public 
authority  by  virtue  of  acts  of  Congress,  and  are  therefore  official  sur- 
veys of  the  United  States,  and  certainly  when  they  are  patented,  snch 
surveys  are  an  official  part  of  the  patents  and  may  then  be  said  to  be 
public  surveys  of  the  United  States,  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
law  requiring  the  survey  of  mining  claims  to  be  connected  with  such 
"  public  surveys." 

A  survey  of  a  mining  claim  is  "  incorporated  "  in  the  patent  by  law. 
It  is  then  finally  and  permanently  fixed  and  determined  beyond  possi- 
bility of  alteration.  The  patent  is  a  quit-claim  deed  from  the  United 
States,  and  is  recorded  upon  its  public  records,  and  is  notice  to  the 
world  of  all  it  contains.    The  same  is  true  of  a  patent  of  a  townsite. 

In  this  case  the  protestant  recognizes  the  survey  of  this  placer  claim 
as  a  legal  survey,  and  bases  the  survey  of  said  2.72  acres  upon  it,  and 
there  is  no  pretense  that  any  one  was  misled  by  the  notice,  or  preju- 
diced by  the  omission  of  the  notice  to  refer  to  the  Silverton  monument 
The  notice  refers  to  Kendall  mountain  and  Bear  mountain,  which  are 
natural  monuments,  and  states  that  the  claim  adjoins  the  Silverton 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS  109 

townsite  and  the  Glemmons  placer^  and  connects  the  survey  to  a  comer 
of  both  which  would  naturally  be  a  well-known  corner  in  that  neighbor- 
hood. The  omission,  if  there  was  one,  was  technical  rather  than  mate- 
rial, and  was  that  of  the  register,  for  which  the  claimant  is  not  respon- 
sible, and  as  his  good  faith  is  apparent,  and  he  has  complied  with  the 
law,  he  should  not  be  put  to  the  expense  and  delay  of  a  new  publication 
and  posting  of  an  amended  notice. 

The  grant  to  the  railroad  company  referred  to  in  the  protest  was  a 
grant  in  presenti^  subject  to  the  limitations  mentioned  in  said  act.  The 
supreme  court  held  in  Bailroad  Company  v.  Baldwin  (103  U.  S.,  426, 
430),  in  relation  to  a  similar  grant,  as  follows: 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  all  persons  acquiring  any  portion  of  the  publio 
l;indB,  after  the  passage  of  the  act  in  question,  took  the  same  subjeet  to  the  right  of 
way  conferred  by  it  for  the  proposed  road. 

The  question  arises  what  is  the  extent  of  the  right  of  way  granted  in 
this  casef  It  is  alleged  in  the  protest  that  the  railroad  company  ^Ms 
the  legal  owner  "  of  the  2.72  acres  in  dispute.  But  there  is  no  founda- 
tion for  this  contention.  On  the  contrary,  the  mineral  claimant  ^<  is  the 
legal  owner  "  of  the  fee  of  the  land,  subject  only  to  the  easement  in 
favor  of  the  company  for  the  particular  use  and  occupation  specified  in 
the  grant.     The  language  of  the  act  is. 

That  the  right  of  way  over  the  public  domain,  one  hundred  feet  in  width  on  each 
side  of  the  tract,  together  with  such  public  lands  adjacent  thereto  as  may  be  needed 
for  depots,  shops,  and  other  buildings  for  railroad  purposes,  and  for  yard  room  and 
Kide  tracks,  not  exceeding  twenty  acres  at  any  one  station  ....  bo,  and  the 
6.im6  are  hereby,  granted  and  confirmed  unto  the  Denyer  and  Rio  Grande  Railway 
Company. 

It  is  evident  that  this  is  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  to  said  Company 
over  so  much  of  the  twenty  acres  "  as  may  be  needed  ^  for  the  purposes 
specified.    The  company,  under  these  limitations  in  its  grant,  is  not  au- 
thorized to  use  the  twenty  acres  for  any  other  business  or  purpose  than 
as  above  specified,  and  this  use  is  to  be  measured  by  its  "need."    If 
the  land  in  dispute  is  not  "  needed  "  by  the  Company  for  the  specified 
purposes,  then  the  mineral  claimant  can  mine  the  soil  and  take  there- 
from the  minerals  which  belong  to  him,  without  infringing  upon  the 
gi'aiit  to  the  company.    If  the  company  does  not  actually  use  the  land 
in  dispute  for  station  purposes,  then  it  will  be  presumed  not  to  "  need" 
it,  and  so  long  as  this  non-user  continues  the  mineral  claimant  can  use 
it  for  any  purpose  he  pleases,  provided  he  does  not  thereby  interfere 
with  any  present  or  prospective  use  that  may  be  needed  by  the  com- 
pany.   If  the  company  should  at  any  time  abandon  the  occupancy  of 
the  land,  or  should  its  right  of  way  be  lost  or  destroyed,  the  title  of  the 
iftineral  claimant  thereto  would  become  free  and  unrestricted. 

In  the  Kansas  Central  Bailway  Company  v,  Allen  (22  Kansas,  285, 
293),  it  is  said  that  the  proprietor  of  the  soil,  over  which  the  railroad 

company  has  an  easement,  <<  retains  the  fee  of  the  land,  and  his  right  to 
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the  land  for  every  purpose  not  incompatible  with  the  rights  of  the  rafl- 
road  company.  Upon  the  discontinuance  or  abandonment  of  the  right 
of  way,  the  entire  and  exclusive  property  and  right  of  enjoyment  revest 
in  the  proprietor  of  the  soU.''    Upon  page  296  it  is  Turther  said, — 

It  is  onr  opinion  that  it  is  a  qaestion  of  fact,  not  of  law,  whether  the  necessitifli 
of  the  railroad  demand  ezclusiye  occupancy  for  its  purposes,  and  what  use  of  the 
property  by  the  owner  is  a  detriment  to,  or  inteference  with,  the  rights  of  the  road. 

And  this  question  of  fact,  if  it  should  ever  arise,  would  have  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  courts. 
The  protest  alleges  that 

at  the  time  the  said  land  was  located  upon  and  selected  by  said  Denyer  and  Bio 
Grande  Railway  Company,  and  approved  and  set  apart  by  the  United  States  for 
said  company  by  the  Honorable  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  same  was  not  known 
to  be  valuable  for  minerals. 

This  allegation  is  substantially  found  to  be  true  in  your  letter  of 
December  27, 1888,  in  which  you  say, 

As  said  placer  claim  was  not  located  until  October  27, 1885,  more  than  two  yeais 
after  the  copy  of  the  station  plat  was  received  at  your  office,  the  land  was  clearly 
subject  to  the  right  of  occupation  for  station  purposes. 

It  is  said,  in  Eailway  Company  v.  Ailing  (99  TJ.  S.  463,  476), 

The  intention  of  Congress  was  to  grant  to  the  company  a  beneficial  easement 
in  the  particular  way  oyer  which  the  designated  routes  lay,  capable,  howeyer,  of  en- 
joyment only  when  the  way  granted  was  actually  located,  and  in  good  faith  appro- 
priated for  purposes  contemplated  by  the  charter  of  the  company,  and  the  act  of 
Congress.  When  such  location  and  appropriation  were  made,  the  title,  which  wai 
previously  imperfect,  acquired  precision,  and  by  relation  took  effect  as  of  the  dafe 
of  the  grant. 

The  mineral  claimant  must  therefore  take  the  land  in  dispute  (2.73 
acres)  subject  to  the  right  of  occupation  by  said  company  for  station 
purposes.  It  was  held  in  Dakota  Central  Railroad  Company  r.  Doirnry 
(8  L.  D.,  115, 120),  that  any  patent  granted  "  which  should  inclnde  a 
portion  of  this  grant  to  the  railroad  company,  must  therefore  be  subject 
to  that  grant,  because  the  grant  is  already  perfect  and  complete." 

Patent  may  issue  to  said  McCarthy  therefore  for  said  placer  claini, 
but  subject,  as  to  that  part  in  conilict,  to  the  right  of  occupation  by 
said  company  for  station  purposes. 

Your  judgment  is  modified  accordingly. 
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RAILBOAD  GBANT—INDEMNITT-SSLECTION- FINAL  PBOOF. 

SouTHEEN  Pacific  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Stellman. 

A  timber  cnltnre  entry  of  land  withdrawn  for  indemnity  purposes  is  no  bar  to  the 

company's  right  of  selection  if  exercised  before  the  revocation  of  the  withdrawal 

becomes  effective. 
An  entry  should  not  be  allowed  of  land  while  a  case  involving  the  right  thereto  is 

pending  on  appeal. 
Special  notice  of  intention  to  snbmit  final  proof  should  be  given  a  railroad  company 

where  the  land  is  embraced  within  a  pending  indemnity  selection. 
An  entry,  though  irregolarly  allowed,  should  not  be  canceled  without  giving  the 

entryman  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  its  defense. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  January 

28j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
r.  Edith  A.  Stillman  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of 
Ax)ril  22,  1890  rejecting  its  application  to  select  as  indemnity  the  SW 
I  of  Sec.  5,  T.  17  S.,  E.  16  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  Visalia,  California,  land  dis- 
trict. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  of  July  27, 1866, 
(14  Stat.,  292)  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and  is  within 
the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  of  March  19, 1867. 

On  March  24, 1887,  while  said  order  of  withdrawal  was  still  in  force, 
one  George  Herring  was  allowed  to  make  timber  culture  entry  for  said 
tract  of  land.  The  order  of  withdrawal  was  revoked  by  order  of  August 
15, 1887  (6  L.  D.,  92)  it  being  said : 

The  order  of  revocation  herein  directed  shaU  take  effect  as  soon  as  issued,  but  fil- 
ings and  entries  of  the  lands  embraced  therein  shall  not  be  received  until  after  giv- 
ing notice  of  the  same  by  public  advertisement  for  a  period  of  thirty  days,  it  being 
the  intention  of  this  order  that,  as  against  actual  settlement  hereafter  made,  the  or- 
ders of  the  Department  withdrawing  said  lands  shall  no  longer  be  an  obstacle, 
fiights  heretofore  attaching  both  of  the  company  and  of  settlers,  will  be  decided  ac- 
cording to  the  facts  in  each  case. 

Notice  was  given  under  this  order  fixing  November  16, 1887,  as  the 
day  on  which  filings  and  entries  might  be  made  for  lands  within  the 
limits  of  such  withdrawal. 

In  the  meantime,  on  October  4,  the  railroad  company  had  presented 
its  application  to  make  selection  of  the  tract  here  in  question  as  indem- 
nity. This  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  on  the  ground 
that  the  existence  of  Herring's  entry  prevented  such  selection,  from 
which  action  the  company  appealed.  While  this  appeal  wa«  pending 
nndetermined  in  your  office.  Herring's  entry  was,  on  March  2, 1888, 
canceled,  but  whether  on  voluntary  relinquishment  or  for  other  reason 
is  not  shown  by  the  papers  now  before  me,  and  on  the  same  day  Edith 
A.  Stillman  was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land.  After- 
wards, and  while  the  case  was  still  i)ending  in  your  office,  she  was  al- 
lowed to  submit  final  commutation  proof  without  giving  special  notice 
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to  the  railroad  company,  and  said  proof  was  accepted  and  final  oertifi- 
cate  issued  thereon  under  date  of  November  9,  1888.  On  April  23, 
1889,  the  railroad  company  filed  formal  protest  against  the  allowance 
of  Stillman's  commutation  entry. 

In  your  office  it  was  held  that  Herring's  entry,  by  the  order  of  revo- 
cation, was  relieved  from  conflict  with  the  railroad  claim^  and  being  of 
record  at  the  date  of  the  company's  application  to  select,  served  to 
defeat  it. 

It  is  clear  that  Berring's  entry  was  improperly  allowed,  and  that  it 
could  not  serve  to  defeat  an  indemnity  selection  made  by  the  company 
prior  to  the  time  the  order  of  revocation  became  effective.  While  said 
order  became  effective  for  the  protection  of  actual  settlers  as  of  the 
date  it  was  issued,  it  did  not  become  effective  as  to  the  allowance  uf 
filings  and  entries  until  the  expiration  of  the  prescribed  period  of  notice. 
The  language  of  the  order  above  quoted  clearly  shows  this.  That  order 
did  not,  in  any  way,  abridge  the  right  of  the  company  to  make  selec 
tions,  but  it  simply  removed  the  bar  that  had  prevailed  against  others 
acquiring  rights  to  said  lands.  The  railroad  company  had  a  right  to 
make  indemnity  selections  at  the  time  this  one  was  presented,  hot  the 
allowance  of  entries  or  filings  was  prohibited  at  that  date.  !No  light 
depending  alone  upon  an  entry  could  be  acquired  during  the  time  the 
reception  of  such  an  entry  was  prohibited.  Herring  asserted  no  right 
as  an  actual  settler,  but  his  rights  depended  entirely  upon  his  entry.  He 
acquired  no  right  as  against  the  company's  right  of  selection  at  the 
time  he  made  his  entry,  and  as  from  that  date  up  until  after  the  com- 
pany's selection  there  never  was  a  time  when  such  an  entry  could  proiv 
erly  have  been  received,  it  necessarily  follows  that  he  did  not  acquire 
any  rights  to  said  tract  of  land  as  against  the  said  company.  Tbe  in- 
demnity selection  should  have  been  approved  unless  there  was  some- 
thing other  than  Herring's  entry  to  prevent  such  action.  StillmaB*:^ 
original  entry  and  also  her  commuted  entry  were  improi)erly  allowed 
while  a  case  involving  the  right  to  said  land  was  pending  in  yourofiSc-e, 
and  her  final  proof  was  submitted  i^ithout  proper  notice  to  the  adverse 
claimant.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  said  entry  was  allowed  and  entered 
on  the  record,  it  should  not  be  canceled  without  an  opportunity  bein;' 
afforded  the  entryman  to  be  heard  in  its  defence.  In  this  connectioD, 
it  may  be  said  that  the  record  before  me  does  not  show  that  any  actiou 
was  ever  taken  on  the  company's  protest  against  this  entry. 

For  the  reasons  herein  given,  your  decision  rejecting  the  company's 
indemnity  selection  is  reversed,  and  the  case  is  returned  to  your  office 
with  instructions  to  give  Stillman  notice  that  she  will  be  allowed  thirty 
dayff  from  the  receipt  thereof  within  which  to  show  cause  why  her  entry 
should  not  be  canceled,  or  why  the  railroad  company's  selection  sliould 
not  be  approved.  Ton  will  thereafter  take  such  steps  in  the  matter  ad 
circumstances  may  require. 
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COAL  LANI>— CHARACTER  OF  PROOF. 

BUOKEB  BT  AL.  f>.  KNISLEY. 

Id  determfiiiiig  the  character  of  land  alleged  to  be  chiefly  valaable  foi  coal,  the  ex- 
tent of  the  deposit  may  be  shown  by  the  testimony  of  geological  expeits^  and 
praetical  miners,  taken  in  eonneotion  with  the  actual  prodaotion  of  coal. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  L(md  Office j  January 

28, 1892. 

On  March  30, 1889,  Atterson  W.  Backer  filed  coal  declaratory  state- 
ment (No.  19U),  for  the  S  ^  of  ITW  ^  and  S  i  of  NB  J  of  section  17,  T. 
27  S.,  B.  67  W.,  alleging  possession  February  20, 1889,  at  Pueblo,  Colo- 
rado. 

On  April  10, 1889,  Jefferson  Enisley  made  homestead  entry  (No.  5858), 
for  the  S  i  of  NE  ^  and  the  N  ^  of  S£  ^  of  same  section. 

On  April  19, 1889,  Clifton  Marshall  tendered  coal  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  N  i  of  S  W  4^  and  IST  J  of  SE  ^  of  said  section,  but  the  same 
was  rejected  for  conflict  with  Knisley's  entry. 

On  August  29, 1889,  Knisley  applied  to  make  commutation  proof,  and 
October  28, 1889,  was  set  for  taking  said  proof. 

On  October  4,  1889,  Milo  H.  Slater,  as  agent  for  said  Bucker  and 
Marshall  and  other  coal  claimants,  for  certain  described  lands  in  that 
vicinity,  including  that  in  dispute,  filed  af&davit  of  protest  against  the 
allowance  of  said  proof,  alleging  that  said  lands  ^^  are  chiefly  valuable 
for  coal,"  and  that  certain  parties  were  ''  fraudulently  seeking  to  obtain 
a  title  to  the  greater  portion  of  said  described  lands  under  the  home- 
stead laws,"  and  applying  ^<  for  a  hearing  to  determine  tbe  character  of 
said  lands."  A  hearing  was  ordered  for  October  22, 1889,  to  determine 
the  character  of  said  lands,  when  the  parties  appeared  and  the  evidence 
was  began.  A  large  amount  of  testimony  was  taken  showing  the  char- 
acter of  the  land  in  dispute,  and  of  other  lands  adjoining,  under  an 
agreement  of  counsel  that  eight  other  cases  were  to  be  decided  by  tlie 
result  in  this  case,  so  far  as  the  character  of  the  land  is  concerned. 
Knisley  made  final  proof  October  28, 1889,  but  did  not  appear  as  a  wit- 
ness on  the  trial  as  to  the  character  of  the  land. 

The  nine  coal  claimants  filed  or  offered  to  file  on  nine  separate  quarter 
sections,  but  lying  in  one  contiguous  tract  in  sections  17, 18, 19  and  20, 
in  said  township,  and  containing  1440  acres  in  the  aggregate. 

Under  these  Gircumstances  testimony  was  introduced  and  allowed  as 
to  the  general  character  of  the  whole  tract,  as  well  as  of  that  particu- 
larly in  dispute. 

It  was  shown  that  a  coal  ravine  ("  Arroyo  Carbon  ")  runs  through  the 
north-west  comer  of  section  seventeen,  the  middle  of  section  eighteen, 
and  the  westerly  portion  of  section  nineteen,  and  that  there  are  out- 
croppings  of  coal  through  these  sections  along  the  course  of  said  ravine, 
showing  veins  of  coal  from  four  to  six  feet  in  thickness.    That  tliere  is 
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another  ravine  through  section  twenty,  in  the  southerly  portion  of  said 
tracty  and  in  section  sixteen  on  the  west,  in  which  shafts  have  he^n 
sunk,  apparently  striking  the  same  veins  of  coal  at  a  depth  of  some 
seventy  feet.  That  said  section  sixteen  is  owned  by  the  Pinon  Fuel 
Company,  in  connection  with  other  coal  lands  adjoining,  where  coal 
mining  ox>erations  are  carried  on.  That  a  shaft  was  sunk  in  the  center 
of  section  twenty,  and  coal  was  struck  at  a  depth  of  sixty- five  feet,  and 
another  shaft  was  sunk  on  the  line  between  sections  seventeen  and 
eighteen,  which  struck  a  vein  of  good  coal  six  feet  in  thickness.  That 
a  drill  hole  was  bored  on  the  south  line  of  Knisley's  claim,  and  struck  a 
vein  of  coal  at  a  depth  of  fifty  feet,  and  penetrated  into  it  three  and 
one-half  feet  without  going  through  it. 

Prof.  Arthur  Lakes,  Professor  of  Gteology  in  the  State  School  of 
Mines,  after  an  examination  of  the  tract,  testified  that  the  land  in  dis- 
pute was  "certainly  and  absolutely"  coal  land,  and  that  the  entire  vein 
"  certainly  "  underlies  the  whole  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

On  the  other  hand  the  land  lies  on  the  divide  between  the  Huerfano 
and  Cucharas  rivers,  and  is  the  highest  point  in  the  township  but  one; 
is  dry  and  arid,  and,  owing  to  its  altitude,  is  difficult  to  irrigate;  tbat 
it  can  only  be  utilized  for  grazing,  and  will  bear  no  crops  without  irri. 
gation;  that  it  affords  no  water  for  even  domestic  purposes,  and  is  of 
very  slight  value  for  agricultural  purposes  and  even  for  grazing. 

Testimony  was  also  introduced  of  admissions  of  several  of  the  hoID^ 
stead  contestees,  that  they  were  hired  at  $50  per  mouth  to  enter  these 
lands  as  homesteads,  make  commutation  proof  at  the  end  of  six  months, 
and  when  title  was  thus  acquired  to  the  lands,  to  transfer  them  to 
Harry  A.  Gross  and  H.  De  Witt  Brown,  to  be  afterwards  utilized  as 
coal  lands ;  and  that  the  defendant  Emsley  was  one  of  those  hired  id 
this  manner. 

On  March  18, 1890,  the  local  officers  rendered  their  joint  opinion  that 
said  land  was  mineral  (coal)  in  character,  and  recommended  the  cancel- 
lation of  Knisley's  entry,  reviewing  the  testimony  at  lengthy  and  ex- 
pressing the  opinion  that  some  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defendants  were 
unworthy  of  credit. 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  said  decision,  which  was  reversed  by  yon 
by  letter  dated  October  11, 1890.  An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before 
me. 

The  pre-emption  act  (section  2258  Bev.  Stats.)  exempts  ftom  entry 
<<  lands  on  which  are  situated  any  known  salines  or  mines.'' 

The  supreme  court,  in  the  case  of  the  Colorado  Goal  Company  t. 
United  States  (123  U.  S.,  307,  328),  in  which  they  construe  this  provi- 
sion, with  reference  to  coal  mines,  say: 

We  hold,  therefore,  that  to  constitute  theexemptionoontemplatedby  the  pre-emp- 
tion act,  under  the  head  of  "  known  mines/'  there  should  be  upon  tiie  land  lucor- 
tained  coal  deposits  of  such  extent  and  value  as  to  make  the  land  more  Taluable  to 
be  worked  as  a  coal  mine^  onder  the  oonditions  existing  at  the  time,  than  for  inoiely 
agrioultaral  purposes. 
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In  Daghi  v,  Harkins  (2  L.  D.,  721)^  it  is  said  tliat  the  land  must  ap- 
pear as  mineral  in  character  ^^as  a  present  fact,"  and  <<from  actual 
production  of  mineral."  And  this  rule  is  ai)proved  in  Davis'  Admr.  v. 
Weibbold  (139  U.  S.,  607,  622). 

Applying  these  tests  to  the  evidence  in  this  case,  I  am  satisfied  that 
the  land  in  dispute  is  coal  land  within  a  fair  interpretation  of  the 
statute.  Goal  has  actually  been  produced  as  a  present  fact  to  a  suffi- 
cient extent  to  indicate  the  character  of  the  land.  It  is  shown  that  a 
vein  of  coal  underlies  the  tract  at  a  depth  of  fifty  feet,  and  at  the  most 
remote  point  from  the  coal  ravine,  where  it  outcrops  near  the  surface 
to  a  thickness  of  six  leet.  The  testimony  of  the  geological  expert, 
and  that  of  the  practical  miner,  coincide  in  the  conclusion  that  this 
coal  vein  extends  under  the  whole  tract.  It  is  a  matter  of  theory, 
derived  from  well  established  indications  and  conclusions  of  both  geo- 
logical science  and  practical  mining,  and  wherever  the  land  is  tapped 
by  shaft  or  drill  the  theory  is  reduced  to  fact,  and  the  coal  is  found. 
This  evidence,  while  circumstantial,  cannot  be  rejected  without  dis- 
regarding the  results  of  science  and  of  experience,  and,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  actual  production  of  coal  at  one  point,  leaves  no 
doubt  in  the  mind  that  the  land  is  coal  land,  and  much  more  valuable 
for  coal  than  for  agricultural  purposes.  While  the  actual  production 
of  coal  a49  a  present  fact  has  not  been  so  abundant  and  satisfactory  on 
this  particular  quarter  section  as  would  be  expected  ordinarily,  it  is 
reasonably  sufBcient,  in  view  of  the  limited  time  in  which  these  various 
coal  developments  had  to  be  made,  and  of  the  acts  of  force  and  ob- 
straction  resorted  to  by  the  homestead  claimants;  in  the  filling  in  of 
the  drill  hole  and  the  carrying  away  of  mining  tools  and  appliances, 
and  of  similar  acts  elsewhere  on  the  whole  tract.  It  does  not  lie  in  the 
mouth  of  the  defendant  to  complain  of  any  deficiency  in  this  respect, 
whether  occasioned  by  himself  or  his  coac^utors. 

Tour  judgment  is  reversed. 

i8lani>-subv1st'bipabiak  propbtbtob. 
Bbnjamin  E.  Petebman. 

Under  the  law  of  Oregon  the  title  of  the  riparian  proprietor  on  navigable  streams 
and  lakes  extends  only  to  the  water's  edge.  The  right  which  ^remains  to  the 
proprietor  beyond  the  water's  edge  is  only  an  easement  which  can  not  be  con- 
veyed. 

An  application  for  the  snrvey  of  an  island  should  be  allowed  where  it  appears  that 
Baid  island  was  omitted  from  the  sarrey  of  the  adjacent  land,  and  has  not  been 
disposed  of  by  the  goyemment. 

Secretary  Jfohle  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  January 

28  J 1892. 

With  your  letter  of  August  3, 1891,  you  transmit  the  application  of 
Beujamiu  B.  Peterman,  of  Linkville,  Oregon,  for  the  survey  of  Bear 
laland,  situated  in  Big  or  Upper  Klamath  Lake,  in  sections  19  and  24, 
township  36  south,  ranges  7  and  8  east,  W.  M.,  Oregon. 
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It  is  shown  that  the  island  contains  about  one  hundred  and  forty 
acres  of  land  ^  that  the  width  of  the  channel  between  the  island  and  the 
main  shore  is  ode  and  a  quarter  miles  on  the  west  side,  and  more  than 
three  miles  on  the  east  side;  that  the  depth  of  the  waters  is  abont  one 
hundred  feet,  and  the  island  is  about  three  hundred  feet  above  high 
water  and  fit  for  agricultural  purposes. 

It  appears  that  part  of  the  land  bordering  on  the  east  side  of  the  lake 
has  never  been  surveyed — ^it  is  now  known  as  the  Klamath  Indian  Res- 
ervation; a  small  tongue  of  land  extends  up  into  the  lake  on  the  south 
side,  the  northern  end  of  which  is  represented  as  opposite  the  island, 
and  about  one  and  a  quarter  miles  distant  therefrom.  This  toni^ie  of 
land  was  surveyed  and  subdivided  into  lots,  and,  on  July  28, 1866,  was 
selected  by  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  internal  improvement,  mider 
the  act  of  September  4, 1841,  and  the  selection  was  approved  February 
20, 1867  (list  3). 

In  the  case  of  Parker  t?.  West  Coast  Packing  Co.,  17  Oregon,  514,  it 
is  said: 

The  land  below  high- water  mark  upon  a  navigable  riyei  and  which  coBstitates  i 
part  of  its  bed  belongs  to  the  state  in  its  sovereign  capacity,  subject  to  the  ripahui 
rights  of  the  owner  of  the  land  above  and  adjacent  thereto.  The  state,  however, 
can  not  sell  it  nor  can  the  state  control  its  use,  except  to  increase  the  f!ftciliti« 
for  navigation  and  commerce.  Nor  can  the  riparian  proprietor  grant  such  land  or 
any  right  thereto,  except  such  right  as  he  himself  is  entitled  to  enjoy. 

It  would  seem  from  the  above  quotation  that  by  the  law  of  OregM 
the  title  of  the  riparian  proprietor  on  navigable  streams  or  lakes  ex- 
tends only  to  the  water's  edge.  The  right  which  remains  to  the  pro- 
prietor beyond  the  water's  edge  is  only  an  easement — an  incorporeal 
hereditament — which  can  not  be  conveyed.  Kor  can  the  State  sell  « 
contit)!  its  use,  except  to  increase  its  facilities  for  navigation. 

In  this  regard  the  law  of  Oregon  is  similar  in  many  resi>ect8  to  tiie 
law  of  Massachusetts,  Maine,  and  New  Hampshire,  where  the  common 
law  as  to  riparian  rights  has  been  disregarded;  it  is  unlike  that  ot 
other  states,  as  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Ohio,  Michigan,  Indiana,  and 
Illinois,  where  the  rule  of  the  common  law  prevails. 

I  do  not  think  the  island  in  question  belongs  to  the  state. 

The  ofiicial  plat  showing  fractional  sections  24  and  25,  in  township 
36,  range  7  east,  indicates  no  island  thereon  in  the  locality  represented 
upon  the  diagram  sent  with  the  application.  But,  from  the  description 
given,  it  is  evident  that  the  island  existed  at  the  time  the  survey  of  the 
aforesaid  tongue  of  land  was  made,  and  that  it  was  omitted  therefrom. 

As  said  in  the  case  of  Webber  v.  The  Pere  Marquette  Boom  Com- 
pany, 62  Mich.,  626. 

To  frire  the  Commissioner  Jarisdiction  to  act,  two  facts  mnst  exist: 

1.  There  must  have  been  an  island  whieh  was  omitted  from  the  surfey  wfaon  tibo 
adjacent  t«mtoiy  was  sarYeyed. 

2,  The  land  must  not  have  been  previously  oonveyed  by  the  United  Statas* 
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Both  these  reasons  appear  to  exist  in  favor  of  the  survey,  as  applied 
for. 

Since  no  npariaa  rights  are  involved,  the  question  of  service  upon 
the  proprietors  bordering  the  lake  need  not  be  discussed. 

Your  recommendation  for  the  survey  of  the  island  is  accordingly  ap- 
proved, 

BIGHT  OF  WAT-STATION  GBOirNI>S. 

Grand  Island  and  Nobthebn  Wtomino  B.  E.  Co. 

A  selection  for  railroad  purposes,  under  the  aot  of  March  3, 1875|  of  a  tract  exceed- 
ing twenty  acres  in  area  cannot  be  approved. 

The  right  of  selection  for  station  purposes  is  liiaited  to  lands  adjoining  the  company's 
right  of  way  theretofore  acquired. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OffioOy  Jem- 

uary  29^  1892. 

I  have  before  me  yonr  letter  of  the  18th  instant,  enclosing  a  plat  filed 
by  the  Grand  Island  and  Northern  Wyoming  Bailroad  Company  under 
the  provisions  of  the  right  of  way  act  of  March  3, 1875,  which  shows 
a  tract  selected  by  the  company  for  the  purpose  of  a  ballast  pit,  side 
tracks  and  other  railroad  uses. 

You  recommend  that  the  plat  be  not  approved  because  it  is  not  on 
the  main  line  of  the  road,  that  it  is  but  about  seven  miles  east  of  a 
station,  the  plat  of  which  has  been  heretofore  approved,  and  that  it 
contains  more  than  twenty  acres  of  land. 

This  plat  has  been  examined  and  the  tract  involved  is  found  to  be 
one-fourth  of  a  mile  south  of  the  line  of  the  company's  road,  and,  as 
shown,  the  company  contemplates  reaching  the  tract  by  what  is  desig- 
nated as  a  proposed  track« 

In  reply  I  have  to  state  that  the  excess  in  area  of  the  tract  above  the 
legal  limit  of  twenty  acres,  is,  in  itself,  a  suf&cient  reason  for  acting  in 
accordance  with  your  recommendation.  Yet,  should  its  area  be  modi- 
fied to  come  within  the  law,  the  plat  would  still  be  subject  to  objection 
by  reason  of  the  tract  being  separated  from  the  company's  right  of 
way. 

The  words  of  the  act  granting  grounds  for  station  purposes  are: 
^'alao  ground  adjacent  to  such  right  of  way  for  station  buildings"  etc. 
The  scope  of  the  word  ^^  adjacent "  in  this  act  as  used  in  connection  with 
the  appropriation  of  material  for  construction  purposes,  in  the  absence 
of  any  decision  of  court  thereon,  is  held  to  be  confined  to  ^^  the  tier  of 
sections  through  which  the  right  of  way  extends  .  •  .  and  perhaps 
an  additional  tier  of  sections  on  either  side  "  as  set  forth  in  departmental 
decision  of  January  10,  1889,  in  the  case  of  the  Denver  and  Bio 
&rande  Bailroad  Company,  8  L.  D.  41. 
There  is  however  a  marked  distinction  between  the  case  above  cited 
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and  the  one  under  consideration.  The  right  to  take  material  from  the 
public  lands  does  not  iuToly  e  pennanent  occupancy  or  appropriation  of 
the  grounds  thus  made  use  o£  The  right  of  selection  for  station  pnr- 
I)oses  does  involve  such  occupancy  or  appropriation,  and  carries  witiiit, 
by  necessity,  for  the  uses  designated  in  the  act,  connection  by  rail  be- 
tween  the  line  of  the  road  of  the  company  filing  t^e  plat  and  the  grounds 
so  selected.  This  being  the  &ct  it  follows  that  such  grounds  must  so 
adjoin  the  right  of  way  as  to  enable  them  to  be  reached,  by  meaoB  d 
rail  communication  witiiout  traversing  public  lands,  and  thus  utilized 
as  contemplated.  To  detei^nine  otherwise,  in  view  of  the  fiM^t  that  right 
of  way  extends  but  one  hundred  feet  on  each  side  of  the  central  line  of 
road,  would  secure  to  the  company  applying,  a  tract  of  land  it  could 
not  reach  by  rail,  because  the  law  does  not  authorize  the  construction  of 
railroads  on  the  public  lands  beyond  the  line  of  the  right  of  way  se- 
cured by  the  approval  of  a  map  of  definite  location. 

It  must,  therefore,  be  held,  in  order  that  the  provision  of  the  right  of 
way  act  relating  to  station  buildings  etc.  may  be  of  use  to  the  benefici- 
aries under  the  act,  that  such  grounds  be  so  selected  that  they  can  be 
rendered  available  without  transgressing  the  right  of  way  theretofore 
acquired.    The  plat  is  returned  herewith  unapproved. 
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Rio  Gbande  Gunnison  By.  Co. 

An  application  to  select  station  grounds  should  not  be  submitted  until  the  oompftoj 

has  secured  the  approval  of  its  right  of  way. 
A  plat  showing  proposed  station  grounds  extending  one  mile  and  a  half  along  both 

sides  of  the  line  ot  road,  and  seventy-tiye  feet  in  width,  wiU  not  be  approved. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Fdfn^ 

ary  2,  1892. 

I  have  received  your  letter  of  the  18th  ultimo,  transmitting  a  plat 
filed  by  the  Bio  Grande  Gunnison  Eailway  Company  under  the  provifl- 
ions  of  the  right  of  way  act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  482),  and  show- 
ing  a  tract  of  twenty  acres  of  land  in  Colorado  selected  by  tiie  company 
for  station  buildings,  etc. 

You  state  that  the  company  has  not  filed  a  map  of  definite  locatioii 
of  its  line  of  road  through  the  township  in  which  the  selection  is  At- 
uated,  and  caU  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  tract  represented  on  the 
plat  is  more  than  one  mile  in  length.  By  reason  of  these  objectioiu 
you  recommend  that  the  plat  be  not  approved  and  it  is  so  returned 
herewith. 

It  is  held  by  the  Department  that  station  grounds  are  required  by 
the  act  to  adjoin  right  of  way  previously  secured  by  approval  of  maps 
of  definite  location.    See  letter  of  the  29th  ultimo  in  case  of  the  Grand 
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Island  and  Northern  Wyoming  Bailroad  Gompany.  This  company  has 
not  secured  such  right  of  way  hence  its  plat  is  submitted  prematurely 
and  without  warrant.  Again  these  proposed  station  grounds  extend  one 
and  one  half  miles  on  both  sides  of  the  line  of  road  laid  down  on  the 
plat,  and  are  but  seventy-fiye  feet  in  width  on  either  side  thereof.  In 
my  view  a  selection  of  such  length  is  not  required  for  the  necessary 
uses  contemplated  under  the  right  of  way  act,  and  if  without  other  ob- 
jection it  would  not  receive  favorable  action  at  the  hands  of  the  Depart- 
ment. 


subtst— msanbbred  lake. 
Instetjotions. 

If  none  of  the  lands  or  lots  oontiguons  to  a  former  non-naTigable  meandered  lake  or 
pond  have  been  patented,  or  applied  for  mider  the  general  land  laws,  the  land, 
proTioualy  covered  by  the  water  of  such  lake  or  pond,  may  be  snrveyed  and  dis- 
posed of  as  government  land,  if  it  has  become  dry  and  fit  for  agricultural  use. 

Seoretary  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  Oeneral  Lcmd  Office^  Jcmuary 

12,  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  July  24, 1891,  transmitting  a  copy  of 
a  letter  irom  the  United  States  surveyor-general  of  South  Dakota, 
dated  July  11, 1891,  addressed  to  you,  asking  instructions  as  to  the 
survey  of  islands  and  beds  of  meandered  lakes,  applications  therefor, 
contracts  and  compensation,  surveys  in  general,  etc.  You  ask  specifi- 
cally for  instructions  as  to  how  to  proceed  in  the  future  as  to  the  sur- 
vey of  lands  within  meauaered  lakes,  should  such  applications  continue 
to  be  allowed  on  the  principle  annoimced  in  the  case  of  James  Popple 
et  al.    (12  L.  D.,  433.) 

The  Popple  case  {mpra)  was  overruled  in  the  case  of  John  P.  Hoel 
(13  L.  I).,  588).  The  latter  case  was  based  on  the  case  of  Hardin  v.  Jor- 
dan (140  U.  S.,  371),  decided  May  11, 1891,  twelve  days  after  the  Popple 
case  was  decided. 

The  practice  of  denying  such  applications,  in  force  before  the  Popple 
case  was  decided,  will,  in  general,  be  continued.  If,  however,  it  should 
appear  that  none  of  the  lands  or  lots  contiguous  to  a  former  non-navi- 
gable meandered  lake  or  pond  have  been  patented,  or  applied  for  under 
the  general  land  laws,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  lake — ^if  it  has  become 
dry  and  fit  for  agricultural  purposes — should  not  be  surveyed  and  dis- 
posed of  as  government  lands* 
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PRK-EMPTION— TRANSMUTATIOI^-NOTICB. 
BUMALDO  MeSTAS. 

The  transmutation  of  a  pre-emption  Ming  to  a  homestead  entry  should  not  be  al- 
lowed without  notice  to  adverse  claimants. 

First  A88ist(mt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

Land  Office^  Ja/nuary  29^  1892. 

EamaJdo  Mestas  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  June  30, 18^, 
holding  in  effect  that  he  must  give  notice  to  the  adverse  homestead 
claimant  (one  Jose  Kuanes)  before  he  can  be  allowed  to  transmute  into 
a  homestead  entry  his  pre-emption  filing  for  the  SE.  J  of  the  NW.  J, 
the  SW.  J  of  the  NE.  i,  the  NB.  i  of  the  8W.  J,  and  tlie  WN.  J  of  the 
SE.  J,  of  Sec.  23,  T.  30  S.,  E.  65  W.,  Pueblo  land  district,  Colorado. 

The  rule  of  the  land  department  in  oases  where  a  pre-emptor  desires 
to  transmute  his  filing  into  a  homestead  entry  is  set  forth  in  Wolf  r. 
Struble  (1  L.  D.,  449) : 

In  cases  where  pre-emption  claimants  apply  to  transmute  their  tilings,  they  will 
he  required  to  give  notice  to  subsequent  homestead  claimant's,  who  will  he  allowed 
to  contest  the  application  to  transmute.  If  the  validity  of  the  pre-eniptor's  claim  is 
n<ft  impeached,  the  adverse  homestead  entry  will  he  canceled  and  the  transmutatioB 
allowed. 

The  appellant  presents  no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  required  to 
give  notice  to  the  adverse  homestead  claimant  in  accordance  with  the 
ruling  above  quoted.    Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 


pbic-bsmptiobt  bntrt— section  7,  act  op  march  8,  1891. 

Alonzo  W.  Childees. 

Where  an  entry  is  susceptible  of  confirmation  in  the  Interest  of  a  transferee  onder 
the  body  of  section  7,  act  of  March  3,  1891,  and  is  also  within  the  confirmatoi}' 
provisions  of  the  proviso  to  the  same,  it  should  be  adjudicated  under  thu  pTO> 
viso,  but  this  rule  should  not  be  enlarged  by  construction. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

La/nd  Office^  February  3j  1892. 

Alonzo  W.  Ohilders,  on  June  16, 1883,  made  pre-emption  cash  entry 

of  the  NWJ  of  Sec.  4,  T.  2  N .,  E.  29  B.,  La  Grande  land  district,  Oregon. 

On  February  3,1887,  Special  Agent  McOormick,  of  your  office,  reported: 

That  he  had  made  a  personal  examination  of  said  tract,  and  found  no  evidence 
that  claimant  had  complied  with  the  law  in  good  faith  in  the  matter  of  residenoe, 
onltivatioui  and  improyements;  that  claimant  conveyed  the  land  to  James  H.  Cav- 
anaugh  June  18, 188S,  in  accordance  with  a  oontraot  made  before  final  proo^  Cs^s- 
naugh  fuxnlflhing  the  final  proof  money  and  procured  the  witnesses;  that  the  luA 
is  now  in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  Carl  Ellmer,  who  has  substantial  impioTO* 
ments  thereon,  he  having  pniohased  from  Cavanaugh  August  15, 1883,  and  assamed 
and  paid  the  mortgage  held  by  the  Oregon  Mortgage  Company,  of  Edinburgh,  8oo^ 
land. 
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On  February  3, 1887,  you  held  the  entry  for  cancellation.  Ellmer 
applied  for  a  hearing,  which  was  had  in  May,  1888.  On  December  30, 
1890,  you  held  the  entry  for  cancellation.  Ellmer  appeals  to  the  De- 
partment. 

Your  decision  finds  that  the  transfer  from  Childers  to  Oavanaugh  was 
fraudulent;  but  no  fraud  has  been  found  on  the  part  of  the  final  trans- 
feree, Ellmer — who,  so  far  as  appears  from  the  record,  purchased  in  good 
faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration.  Hence  the  entry  might  be  con- 
firmed under  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  "  To  repeal  timber- 
cultare  laws,  and  for  other  purposes  " — ^notwithstanding  the  finding  of 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  entryman  and  his  immediate  transferee.  (Shep- 
herd V.  Ekdahl,  13  L.  D.,  637). 

By  a  comparison  of  dates  it  will  be  seen  that  no  action  looking  to  the 
cancellation  of  the  entry  was  taken  until  more  than  two  years  after  the 
date  of  issuance  of  the  receiver's  receipt  upon  final  entry  of  the  tract; 
and  no  contest  has  been  filed  against  it.  It  therefore  comes  within  the 
teims  of  the  proviso  to  section  7,  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891  {supra). 

It  is  the  ruling  of  the  Department  that  where  an  entry  is  susceptible 
of  confirmation  in  the  interest  of  a  transferee  under  the  body  of  said 
section  7,  and  is  also  within  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  the  proviso 
to  the  same,  it  should  be  adjudicated  under  the  proviso  (Samuel  M. 
Mitchell,  13  L.  D.,  56;  Columbus  Harp,  ib.,  58).  This  rule  is  correct, 
but  it  should  not  be  enlarged  by  construction. 

Tour  decision  is  therefore  reversed;  and  the  papers  transmitted  with 
your  letter  of  February  7, 1891,  are  herewith  returned,  in  order  that 
you  may  adjudicate  the  case  under  the  proviso  to  said  section  7,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  instructions  to  chiefs  of  divisions  (12  L.  D.^  460). 


WAGON  BOAB  ORANT— ADJTJ8TMSNT. 

Coos  Bay  WAaoN  Eoad  Co. 

The  necessity  for  Jadidiil  proceedings  to  recoyer  title  where  lands  in  excess  of  a 
grant  have  been  certified  is  not  obviated  by  matters  of  defense  that  may  be  set 
up  as  against  such  action. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Febru- 
ary 1,  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  adjustment  submitted  in  your  letter  of  Jan- 
uary 13,  1888,  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  Congress  api)roved 
March  3, 1869  (15  Stat,  340),  "  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  military 
wagon  road  from  the  navigable  waters  of  Coos  Bay  to  Eoaebnrg." 

This  grant  was  "  to  the  extent  of  three  sections  in  widtli  on  each  side 
of  said  road,"  with  the  right  of  indemnity  within  six  miles  of  the  line 
of  the  road. 
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The  facts  relative  to  said  acy  astment,  as  stated  in  your  letter,  are  as 
follows: 

.  The  Qovemor  of  Oregon,  on  September  19,  1872,  certified  to  the  constmction  of 
the  completed  road  from  Coos  Bay  to  Boseborg,  a  distance  of  02  miles  aod  41  chains. 

The  whole  area  of  the  grant,  as  determined  by  careftil  examination,  is  99,Sld.S» 
acres. 

There  have  been  certified  and  patented  nnder  the  grant  in  the  three  mile  limits 
59,869.91  acres;  and  6,169.34  acres  in  said  limits  remain  Tacant  and  subject  to  seloc- 
tiou  and  patent,  making  66,039.25  acres  apparently  subject  to  the  grant  within  the 
primary  limits. 

There  have  been  certified  and  patented  to  the  company  as  indemnity  landi 
44,139.90  acres,  making  in  all  110,178.55  acres,  or  an  apparent  excess  of  10,359.20 
acres  over  the  amount  the  company  is  entitled  to. 

Your  letter  states  that  the  certifications  inclade  1,099.59  acres  ontside 
the  limits  of  the  grant;  also,  30,044.46  acres  within  the  primary  limits 
of  the  prior  grant  for  the  Oregon  and  California  Eailroad  Company, 
under  the  act  of  July  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  239). 

You  state  that  you  do  not  think  the  government  is  called  xipon  to 
take  any  action  looking  to  the  recovery  of  the  latter  class,  and  wHk 
this  I  agree,  but  you  seem  to  treat  this  fact  as  sufficient  to  relieve  this 
Department  from  taking  proceedings  to  recover  the  excess  clearly  shown 
by  the  adjustment.  I  do  not  think  this  £Ebct  should  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  the  matter  of  the  recovery  of  the  excess  shown,  for,  while 
it  may  be  held  that  these  30,000  acres  were  erroneously  certified  on  ac- 
count  of  the  wagon  road  grant,  yet  a  judgment  of  the  court  is  necesisaiy ; 
further,  this  is  purely  a  matter  of  defense  and  should  not  be  raised  by 
this  Department,  but  left  to  the  company  to  plead,  if  relied  upon,  in 
defense  of  the  action  when  brought. 

You  called  upon  the  company  to  reconvey  only  those  tracts  shown  to 
be  without  tlie  limits,  and  it  resx)onded  that  it  was  unable  to  do  so,  as 
the  lands  had  been  sold. 

I  have  therefore  to  return,  herewith,  the  papers  accompanying  your 
letter  of  January  13, 1888,  and  direct  that  the  excess  be  identified  by 
including  those  tracts  farthest  from  the  line  of  the  road.  This  will  in- 
clude the  1,099.59  acres  outside  of  all  limits,  and  should  be  separated 
firom  the  remainder  of  the  excess,  so  that  a  judgment  may  be  obtained 
on  either  theory. 

It  is  very  necessary  that  this  matter  be  given  early  attention,  as  per- 
sons have  been  erroneously  permitted  by  the  local  officers  to  enter  those 
tracts  embraced  in  the  certifications  outside  of  the  limits  of  the  grant, 
and  many  inquiries  are  received  at  this  Department  relative  to  their 
status. 
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I>BSEBT  LAND— HOMESTEAB  EirrBT-»RELnrQinSHMBNT« 

HAGMjHN  V.  DOHBBTT. 

By  the  express  terms  of  the  act  of  August  SO,  1890,  a  homestead  entry,  made  in 
good  faith,  of  land  subject  to  the  arid  land  act  of  October  2, 1888,  is  protected, 
and  may  be  perfected  if  not  located  or  selected  for  a  reservoir  site. 

On  the  relinquishment  of  a  desert  entry  the  land  covered  thereby  is  open  to  settle- 
ment and  entry  without  farther  action  on  the  part  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

A  claimant  under  an  alleged  assignment  of  a  desert  entry  must  show  the  £Mt  of  such 
assignment,  and  that  it  was  made  prior  to  April  15,  1880. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  February  2^  1892. 

On  April  19,  1877,  Thomas  Chapman  made  desert  land  entry  (No. 
140),  embracing  the  SW  J  of  section  10,  T.  29  S.,  B.  27  B.,  M.  D.  base 
and  meridian,  at  Yisalia,  California. 

On  February  5, 1889,  George  C.  Doherty  filed  his  application  (No. 
7005),  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  same  tract,  and  at  the  same  time 
filed  the  relinquishment  of  said  Chapman  of  his  said  entry,  which  was 
thereupon  canceled. 

On  August  26, 1889,  Doherty  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  make 
final  proof  to  establish  his  claim  to  said  land  at  said  land  ofiGice  on  Jan- 
nary  10, 1890. 

On  said  latter  date  a  protest  in  the  name  of  James  B.  Haggin  by 
George  C.  Gorham,  jr.,  his  attorney,  sworn  to  by  William  B.  Carr,  as 
agent  for  said  Haggin,  who  was  absent  from  the  State,  was  filed  in  the 
local  office,  alleging  that  said  Chapman  had,  prior  to  his  said  relin- 
qnishraent,  assigned  his  desert  land  entry  to  said  Haggin. 

There  was  also  filed  at  the  same  date  the  protest  of  said  Carr,  alleg- 
mg  that  the  land  embraced  in  said  homestead  entry  is  desert  land,  and 
^^  lies  in  such  situation  that  it  may  be  irrigated  from  storage  reservoirs 
in  the  Sierra  Nevada  mountains." 

Said  final  proof  was  received  on  January  10, 1889,  and  thereafter,  and 
a  hearing  was  had  on  said  protests,  and  both  parties  were  fiiUy  heard* 
The  register  ruled  that  said  Doherty  should  prove,  on  said  hearing^ 
that  the  land  in  question  was  not  desert  land,  and  that  the  protestant 
might  introduce  evidence  as  to  the  desert  character  of  said  land,  basing 
bis  ruling  upon  the  act  of  October  2,  1888  (25  Stat.,  526),  and  the  in- 
Btractions  of  August  5, 1889  (9  L.  D.,  282). 

After  a  lengthy  heanng  the  local  officers,  on  August  18, 1889,  de- 
cided that  although  the  land  in  dispute  is  desert  or  arid  land,  yet  as 
the  homestead  claimant  had  ^^  acquired  a  valid  interest  in  a  water  right 
for  irrigation  purposes  under  an  appropriation  made  by  his  grantors 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888,  his  entry  is  not  in 
conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  should  be  allowed.''  The 
protests  were  dismissed,  and  the  final  proof  of  said  Doherty  was  passed 
to  entry. 
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!N'o  appeal  was  taken  from  this  decision,  bat  the  papers  were  trans- 
mitted to  your  office. 

By  your  letter  of  September  6,  1890,  you  held  Doherty^s  entry  for 
cancellation,  as  in  conflict  with  Chapman's  desert  land  entry. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

By  the  act  of  August  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  371,  391),  it  is  provided  that 
so  much  ot  the  act  of  October  2, 1888, 

as  provides  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  public  lands  from  entry,  ocouiMitioii,  and  iet> 
tlement,  is  hereby  repealed,  and  all  entries  made,  or  claims  initiated  in  good  faiik 
and  valid  but  for  said  act,  shaU  be  recognized  and  may  be  perfected  in  the  sud« 
manner  as  if  said  law  had  not  been  enacted,  except  that  reservoir  sites  heretoftve 
located  or  selected  shaU  remain  segregated  and  reserved  from  entry  or  settlement  m 
provided  in  said  act,  until  otherwise  provided  by  law. 

The  former  instructions  relating  to  said  act  of  October  2, 1888,  were 
rescinded.    See  arid  land  circular  (11  L.  D.,  296). 

By  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  section  17  (26  Stats.,  1095, 1101),  it  is 
further  provided, 

that  reservoir  sites  located  or  selected  .  .  .  shall  be  restricted  to  and  shall  e<m- 
tain  only  so  much  land  as  is  actually  necessary  for  the  construction  and  maintenaooe 
of  reservoirs ;  excluding  so  far  as  practicable  lands  occupied  by  actual  settlers  attfa« 
date  of  the  location  of  said  reservoirs.  < 

As  it  does  not  appear  that  the  land  in  dispute  has  been  <'  located  or 
selected"  for  reservoft  sites,  and  as  the  entry  of  Doherty  was  made  in 
good  faith,  it  must,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  act  of  August  30, 1890, 
above  cited,  ^^  be  recognized  and  may  be  perfected  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  said  law  (act  of  October  2,  1888)  had  not  been  enacted.*^ 

On  the  relinquishment  of  Chapman  the  land  covered  by  his  entry  was 
open  to  entry  and  settlement  by  Doherty  without  ftarther  action  on  the 
part  of  the  Conmiissioner.  Circular  of  June  28, 1887  (5  L.  D.,  708, 712, 
Sec.  15);  Mary  Stanton  (7  L.  D.,  227);  ZeUa  J.  Puller  (8  L.  D^  371); 
Belliveaux  v.  Morrison  (8  L.  D.,  605);  Fraser  v.  Ringgold  (3  L.  D^  69j; 
Yates  V.  Glafcke  (10  L.  D.,  673). 

It  was  held  in  the  case  of  S.  W.  Downey  (7  C.  L.  O.,  26),  decided  April 
15, 1880,  by  Secretary  Schurz,  that  desert  land  entries  were  not  assign- 
able. This  decision  was  reaffirmed  by  Secretary  Teller  December  1, 
1884,  in  the  case  of  David  B.  Dole  (3  L.  D.,  214). 

The  burden  of  proof  was  upon  Haggin  to  show  a  valid  assignment  to 
him  of  Chapman's  entry,  prior  to  April  15, 1880,  in  order  to  defeat  Do- 
herty's  entry.  This  he  has  failed  to  do.  Neither  Haggin  or  Ohapman 
appeared  as  a  witness  at  the  hearing.  No  assignment  of  the  entry  of 
Chapman  was  produced,  or  is  recorded  upon  the  records  of  Kern  county, 
where  the  land  lies,  or  upon  the  records  of  the  Yisalia  land  office.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  alleged  assignment  was  in  writing,  or  when  it 
was  made.  It  is  in  evidence  that  Doherty  paid  Chapman  91,100.  for  his 
improvements  and  relinquishment,  and  that  he  also  paid  $100.  for  the 
relinquishment  of  Eliza  M.  Powell,  who  bad  applied  to  make  homestead 
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entry.  Dolierty  has  put  yaloable  improyements  on  the  land  and  made 
it  his  continuons  residence.    His  entry  should  remain  intact. 

Upon  inquiry  at  your  office  it  is  ascertained  that  your  decision  of  Sep- 
tember 6y  1890y  was  based  upon  the  fact  that  Chapman's  entry  still  ap- 
peared intact  upon  your  records,  and  that  the  relinquishment  and  can- 
cellation of  his  entry  either  had  not  then  been  transmitted  to  your  office, 
or,  if  reported,  ha<l  not  been  entered  upon  your  records. 

Your  judgment  is  reversed. 


TDCBEB  LAKD  ENTBT— MARBnSD  WOMAN. 

Ellen  YouNa 

A  married  womftii  is  not  entitled  to  purohaae  timber  land  under  the  aot  of  Jnne  3, 
1878,  except  with  her  separate  money,  in  which  her  husband  has  no  Interest  or 
claim. 

First  AssistiuU  SecretOAry  Chandler  to  the  CommUsioner  of  the  OenercU 

Land  Office^  February  2^  1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  NB.  J  Sec.  1,  T.  18  K.,  E.  11 
W.,  Seattle,  Washington,  land  district. 

It  apx>ear8  firom  the  record  that  Ellen  Young  made  application  to  pur- 
chase the  land  in  controversy,  as  timber  land,  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  June  3, 1878,  October  23, 1888.  Pursuant  to  published  notice 
she  submitted  final  proof  January  31, 1889.  Tliis  entry  was  made  the 
subject  of  investigation  by  a  special  agent  of  the  Department,  who,  on 
March  6, 1889,  procured  an  affidavit  from  the  claimant  in  which  she 
says: 

I  made  this  application  with  my  own  money,  earned  by  washing  and  ironing,  seU- 
ing  miUc  and  bntter  and  eggs,  and  from  the  sale  of  property  owned  by  my  hnsband 
in  Aberdeen. 

May  13,  1890,  the  register  rejected  the  proof  offered  "  because  no 
money  was  tendered  at  the  time  of  final  proof;  2nd,  did  not  purchase 
the  land  with  her  separate  money.''  From  this  decision  claimant  ap- 
pealed and  you  by  letter  of  December  4, 1890,  affirmed  said  rejection, 
ou  the  ground  "  that  part  of  the  money,  at  least,  was  owned  jointly  by 
the  claimant  and  her  husband,"  whereupon  she  prosecutes  this  appeal, 
asHigning  as  erroi,  your  action  in  holding  that  claimant's  case  fell 
under  the  operation  of  paragraph  5,  of  the  circular  of  May  21, 1887  (6 
L.  D.,  114). 

The  circular  referred  to,  among  other  things  pertaining  to  this  class 
of  entries  by  married  women,  provides  that  '^  she  shall  make  affidavit 
at  the  time  of  entry  that  she  proposes  to  purchase  said  land  with  her 
separate  mcmey,  in  which  her  husband  has  no  interest  or  claim."  It  is 
difficult  to  understand  how  your  decision,  under  the  showing  made, 
could  have  been  otherwise  than  in  affirmance  of  the  action  of  the  local 
officers. 
Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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TOfBBB  CUTTIKG— BAILBOAl>  LIMITS. 

NOETHBBN  PAOIPIO  E.  B.  OO. 

PeimitB  win  not  be  issued  under  section  8«  act  of  March  3, 1891,  to  out  timber  from 
the  unsurreyed  lands  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant 
in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  land  is  mineral  in  character. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  Febrwan 

3, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  questioii  presented  in  yoor  letter  of  Jannaiy 
20, 1892,  relative  to  the  granting  of  permits,  under  the  8th  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1093),  to  cut  timber  from  the  unsor- 
yeyed  lands  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pa- 
cific Eailroad  Company. 

Your  letter  states  that: 

This  office  has  received  a  large  number  of  applications  for  permits  to  cut  thnber 
from  unBurveyed  public  lands  in  Montana.  Forty  or  more  protests  against  the 
granting  of  such  applications  have  been  filed  by  and  in  the  interests  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company.  These  protests  are  not  only  i^ainst  the  particular  appli- 
cations named  therein,  but  generaUy  against  the  granting  of  any  permit  to  cut  tim- 
ber from  the  unsurveyed  public  lands  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  said  railroad 
company 

I  have  deferred  action  on  any  application  against  which  such  a  protest  has  been 
filed,  lest  complications  might  arise  that  would,  in  the  future,  involve  the  govem- 
ment  in  a  controversy  with  the  railroad  company  as  to  the  rights  of  the  latter,  either 
for  indemnity  in  lands  or  in  money. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  here  consider  the  special  claims  made  by 
the  company  in  its  protest. 

Under  the  acts  of  Gong:ress  making  a  grant  to  aid  in  the  constnictioii 
of  this  road,  which  is  a  grant  in  presentiy  the  title  passes  to  all  lands  <tf 
the  character  described  therein^  free  from  claims  or  rights  at  the  date 
of  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  whether  surveyed  or  unsurveyed 

The  road  has  long  ago  been  located  and  constructed  through  the 
State  of  Montana,  in  which  the  tracts  specially  referred  to  in  your 
letter  lie. 

Until  surveyed,  it  can  not,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  be  held  tiiat 
any  particular  piece  of  land  will,  upon  survey,  form  a  part  of  an  even 
numbered  section,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  land  is 
mineral  in  character,  no  disposition  should  be  made  of  any  of  the  lands 
within  the  limits  of  said  grant,  nor  any  permit  issued  to  remove  timber 
flrom  the  same  prior  to  the  survey  by  the  United  States. 


monon  fob  kevrbw— kotick-traksfbbsb. 

Ohables  0.  Febbt. 

It  is  inoumhent  upon  a  transferee  who  alleges  on  motion  for  review,  that  a  decision 
has  not  become  final  as  to  him  for  want  of  notice^  to  affirmatively  show  that  i 
statement  of  his  interest  was  on  file  in  the  local  office. 


DECISIONS  RELATING   TO  THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  127 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office^  Janu- 
ary 29  J 1892. 

Charles  F.  Fisher,  transferee  of  Charles  C.  Ferry,  has  filed  a  motion 
for  review  and  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision  of  May  26, 1888, 
holding  for  cancellation  Ferry^s  pre-emption  cash  entry  for  the  SE.  \  of 
Sec.  33,  T.  113,  B.  65,  Horonland  district,  Dakota,  with  a  view  to  hav- 
ing the  same  confirmed  under  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

The  entry  was  finally  cancelled  by  your  of&ce,  in  pursuance  of  said 
departmental  decision,  on  June  13, 1888. 

The  transferee  contends,  however,  that  inasmuch  as  he  received  no 
notice  of  said  decision  until  informed  thereof  by  register's  letter  of  May 
16, 1891,  the  decision  had  not  become  final  as  to  him,  and  that  his  mo- 
tion for  review,  filed  ten  days  later  (May  26),  saved  his  rights  in  the 
premises;  hence  that  the  entry  should  be  confirmed  to  him  under  See. 
7  of  the  act  above  cited. 

If  the  transferee  had  on  file  in  the  local  office  a  statement  showing 
his  interest  in  the  entry,  he  was  entitled  to  notice  of  its  cancellation; 
otherwise  lie  is  estopped  irom  calling  in  question,  the  validity  of  the 
proceedings  against  it.  See  Cyrus  H.  Hill,  5  L.  D.,  276;  A.  A.  Joline, 
ib.,  589;  American  Investment  Company,  ib.,  603;  Van  Brunt  t?.  Ham- 
mon,  et  al.,  9  L.  D.,  561;  John  J.  Dean,  10  L.  D.,  446;  Otto  Soldan,  11 
L.  D.,  194;  Eobinson  v.  Enowles,  12  L.  D.,  462. 

Moreover,  it  devolves  upon  the  applicant  to  show  that  he  had  filed 
in  the  local  office  a  statement  of  his  interest  (Bobinson  v.  Knowles, 
supra).  I  find  nothing  in  his  motion,  nor  elsewhere  in  the  record  trans- 
mitted,  to  show  that  he  had  done  so. 

As  no  sufficient  ground  for  the  review  and  reoonsideration  prayed 
for  IB  shown,  the  motion  is  denied. 


TIBiCBlEB  CUI/rUBE  BNTRT— FttBUMIKABT  AXVIBAYIT* 

HOLMBS  V.  HOOKBTT. 

An  entry  shonld  not  be  aUowed  on  an  appUoatlon  and  preliminary  affldayit  eaceonted 

while  the  land  is  not  legaUy  Uable  to  ditpoaaL 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Ohcmdier  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Offlcej  February  3j  1892. 

On  February  5, 1890,  Asa  B.  Hockett  presented  at  the  land  office  at 
Oarden  Oily,  Kansas,  his  application  to  make  timber  culture  entry  of 
the  W^  J  section  9,  T.  34  9.,  B;  36  W.,  also  $14  as  fees.  This  applica- 
tion was  accompanied  by  the  usual  timber-culture  affidavit  sworn  to 
January  31, 1890.  On  said  February  5, 1890,  these  papers  and  money 
were  returned  by  the  register,  as  appears  by  his  letter  of  that  date,  for 
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the  reason  that  the  affidavit  was  not  signed  by  Hocketl^s  nameintnlL 
"So  entry  was  made  of  this  transaction  on  the  books  of  the  local  office. 

At  this  date  the  land  was  embraced  in  the  timber-cnlture  entry  of 
William  McOnllongh,  which  was  contested  by  Bobert  P.  Holmes. 

On  Febmary  21,  1890,  the  entry  of  McCuUough  was  canceled  by 
yonr  order  of  Febmary  18, 1890.  On  said  February  21, 1890,  Hockett 
again  filed  his  application  dated  January  31,  1890,  to  make  timber-cul- 
ture entry  for  said  tract,  accompanied  with  said  former  affidavit  prop- 
erly signed,  but  of  even  date  with  the  application,  and  with  the  usoal 
fee,  subject  to  the  preference  right  of  said  Bobert  F.  Holmes. 

On  March  20, 1890,  James  J.  Holmes  presented  his  own  application 
to  make  timber-culture  entry  of  said  tract,  with  the  proper  fees,  also 
accompanied  with  a  waiver  of  his  preference  right  made  by  said  Bobert 
F.  Holmes. 

The  local  office  r^ected  the  application  of  James  J.  Holmes  because 
said  land  was  already  appropriated  by  the  application  of  said  Hockett, 
and  thereupon  the  former  appealed. 

By  letter  of  July  21, 1890,  you  affirmed  their  decision. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

One  of  the  specifications  of  error  is  that, — 

On  Jan'y  31. 1890,  and  Feby.  5,  1890,  the  tract  applied  for  by  Hockett  waa  eoreni 
by  the  aucanceled  entry  of  one  WiUiam  McCuUough,  and  was  not  subject  to  entrr. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  June  14, 1878  (20  Stat,  113),  pro- 
vides, 

That  the  person  applying  for  the  benefits  of  this  aot  shaU,  upon  application  to  tfa« 
register  of  the  land  district  in  which  he  or  she  is  about  to  make  such  entry,  mske 
affidavit,  before  the  register  or  receiver,  or  the  clerk  of  some  court  of  record,  or  offi- 
cer authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  the  district  where  the  land  is  situated,  etc. 

In  this  case  the  affidavit  was  made  before  a  notary  public  in  La  Fay- 
ette, within  the  Garden  City  land  district. 
In  the  case  of  Hiram  Oampbell  (5  G.  L.  O.,  21),  it  was  held  that— 

Where  the  party  pursues  this  course,  a  sound  discretion  must  be  exercised  by  the 
local  officers,  and  a  reasonable  time  allowed  for  the  transmission  of  the  affidavit  ^ 
the  local  land  office.  But  in  no  ease  can  an  affidavit  made  while  the  land  is  appro- 
priated, under  the  provision  of  law,  be  received.  To  allow  such  a  course  would  be 
an  encouragement  to  the  sale  of  claims  on  the  part  of  settlers,  a  practice  not  teoog* 
nized  by  law,  or  sanctioned  by  this  Department. 

In  consequence  of  this  decision,  rendered  December  22, 1877,  tbe 
circular  of  January  8, 1878  (4  G.  L.  O.,  107),  was  issued,  in  which  tbe 
local  officers  were 

instructed  not  to  take  or  hold  in  your  possession  such  papers,  nor  reco^ise  thw 
when  presented  by  attorneys,  where  you  know  them  to  have  been  actually  msAe  by 
the  applicant  at  a  date  prior  to  the  time  when  the  land  applied  for  was  legally  liA- 
ble  to  disposal  by  you. 

This  doctrine  was  ax>plied  in  the  case  of  Johnson  Barker  (1  L  D.^ 
164);  and  of  Staab  v.  Smith  (3  L.  D.,  320). 
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Hockett's  first  application  and  affidavit,  both  dated  and  made  Janu- 
ary 31,  1890,  and  tendered  at  the  local  office  on  February  5, 1890,  should 
have  been  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  land  was  not  then  subject  to 
disposal  because  embraced  in  McGuIlough's  entry,  which  was  still  un- 
canceled. 

His  application  and  affidayit  tendered  February  21, 1890,  should  have 
been  rejected  because  both  were  the  identical  papers  tendered  Febru- 
ary 5, 1890,  which  were  made  January  31, 1890,  when  the  land  was  not 
'legally  liable  to  disposal,"  and  therefore  were  within  the  express  in- 
hibition of  the  circular  and  decisions  aboye  dted* 

Your  judgment  is  reversed. 


batlboad  gbant— adjtjstment-dsmand  fob  kbcontbtaircib. 

United  States  v.  Alabama  State  Land  Oo. 

The  grant  to  the  State  of  Alabama  by  aeotion  1,  act  of  June  3, 1856,  in  aid  of  the 
WiUa  Valley  railroad,  and  by  section  6,  of  said  act,  in  aid  of  the  Northeast  and 
Southwestern  railroad,  were  distinct  and  separate  grants,  and,  in  the  adjostment 
thereof,  there  is  no  authority  for  the  oertifloation  of  lands  within  the  limits  of 
one  road  to  satisfy  losses  on  account  of  the  other. 

The  Department  has  fuU  authority  to  institute  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  title 
to  lands  erroneously  certified  on  account  of  a  railroad  grant,  whether  such  lands 
are  in  the  possession  of  the  original  grantee  or  have  passed  to  third  parties. 

The  preliminary  demand  for  reconyeyance  in  the  institution  of  such  proceedings 
may  be  properly  made  upon  the  present  holders  of  the  land,  and  parties  appear- 
ing to  have  an  interest  therein,  where  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  original  com- 
pany has  ceased  to  exist  and  has  parted  with  its  titie  to  said  land. 

Beoretary  ITohle  to  fhs  Oammisaioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Feb- 
ruary 3  J 1892. 

On  June  3, 1856  (11  Stats.,  17),  Congress  granted  to  the  State  of 
Alabama,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  ^<  from  Gadsden  to 
oonnect  with  the  Georgia  and  Tennessee  line  of  railroads  through  Chat- 
tooga, Wills  and  Lookout  Valleys;''  also  a  raUroad  '^from  near  Gads- 
den to  some  point  on  the  Alabama  and  Mississippi  State  line,  in  the 
direction  of  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Bailroad,  with  a  view  to  connect  with 
said  Mobile  and  Ohio  Baibroad". 

On  January  20, 1858,  the  legislature  of  Alabama  conferred  the  right 
received  from  Congress  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  from 
Gadsden  through  Wills  and  Lookout  vaUeys  upon  the  Wills  Valley 
Bailroad  Company. 

The  grant  from  near  Gadsden,  to  a  point  on  the  Alabama  and  Missis- 
sippi  State  Une,  in  the  direction  of  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad,  was 
oonferred  by  said  State  upon  the  Northeast  and  Sonthwestem  Bail- 
load  Company. 
14561— TOL 
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These  two  companies  filed  their  respective  maps  of  definite  locatiai, 
October  11, 1868. 

By  yirtne  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  ap- 
proved November  17, 1868,  entitled  "An  act  relatingtothe  Wills  valley 
liailroad  Company  and  Northeast  and  Southwestern  Alabama  Railroad 
Company,"  the  Wills  Valley  Railroad  Company  was  authorized  to  pur- 
chase the  raikoad  and  franchises  of  the  Northeast  and  Southwestern 
Alabama  Railroad  Company,  and  after  doing  so  to  change  its  own  name 
to  that  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company. 

The  road  was  built  on  the  lines  designated  in  the  maps  of  definite 
location  filed  in  your  of&ce  by  the  two  original  companies.  Under  the 
act  of  the  State  legislature  of  Alabama  above  referred  to,  the  Wfila 
Valley  railroad  became  the  owner  of  the  rights  of  the  Northeast  and 
SouthweBteru  Railroad  Company,  and  was  subsequently  known  as  the 
Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company.  The  road  thus  known 
formed  a  continuous  line  from  the  Mississippi  State  line  near  Meridian 
to  Wauhatchie,  Tennessee,  a  distance  of  two  hundred  and  seventy-two 
miles. 

It  seems  that  in  the  adjustment  of  these  two  grants  to  aid  in  the 
building  of  railroads  east  and  west  from  Gadsden,  during  a  part  of  the 
time  prior  to  1887,  they  were  erroneously  treated  as  one  grant,  and  lands 
were  certified  to  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  railroad  opposite  the 
WUls  Valley  railroad  for  lands  lost  within  the  granted  limits  of  the 
Northeast  and  Southwestern  Railroad  Company.  These  two  grants  to 
the  State  of  Alabama  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  above  railroads, 
were  separate  and  distinct  grants.  One  of  them  was  made  by  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  June  3, 1856,  supra^  and  the  other  by  the  sixth 
section  of  said  act.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  grants;  neither  do 
they  run  parallel  with  each  other.  Each  began  at  Gadsden,  in  said 
State,  and  extended  in  opi)08ite  directions  so  that  when  the  two  roads 
were  constructed,  together  they  would  constitute  a  continuous  line 
through  said  State.  This  fact,  however,  does  not  authorize  the  cer- 
tification of  lands  within  the  limits  of  one  road  to  satisfy  losses  on  ac- 
count of  tiie  other,  and  it  was  manitestiy  erroneous  for  your  office  to 
have  treated  the  two  grants  as  an  entirety. 

For  various  reasons  there  appears  to  have  been  a  deficit  in  theainoont 
of  lands,  to  which  the  Northeast  and  Southwestern  Railroad  Company 
was  entitled,  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  for  that  road,but  astosnch 
amount  the  grant  was  a  barren  right.  Tliis  was  unfortunate  for  the 
company,  but  wa«  a  risk  assumed  when  it  accepted  the  terms  of  the 
grant.  By  reason  of  this  deficit  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Bail- 
road  Company,  as  successor  to  said  road  and  grant,  could  not  be  aL 
lowed  to  acquire  surplus  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Wills 
Valley  Railroad  Company  to  indemnify  this  loss.  It  being  the  suc- 
cessor in  interest  by  purchase  of  the  two  roads  mentioned,  did  not  give 
it  authority  to  consolidate  the  laud  grants  made  to  aid  in  their  consMo- 
tion« 
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Since  fhe  passage  of  the  adjastment  act  of  Marcli  3, 1887  (24  Stat.^ 
656),  your  office,  in  adjusting  tliese  grants,  has  correctly  treated  them  as 
separate  grants.  In  your  report,  dated  December  19, 1888,  yon  state 
that  these  grants  have  been  finally  adjusted  and  that  the  Alabama  and 
Chattanooga  Bailroad  Company  has  received,  under  the  grant  conferred 
upon  the  Wills  Valley  Eailroad  Company,  72,054.28  acres  of  land  in 
excess  of  the  quantity  to  which  the  company  was  entitled  thereunder. 
The  list  of  the  erroneously-certified  lands,  marked  ^^A"  has  been  ex- 
amined; also  your  letter  dated  February  27, 1890,  giving  a  statement 
of  the  final  adjustment  of  the  two  grants.  The  lands  included  in  the 
list  marked  '^A"  were  certified  to  the  State  of  Alabama  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Wills  Valley  Eailroad  Company  and  the  Alabama  and  Chatta- 
nooga Bailroad  Company  as  its  successor.  These  certifications  were 
made  on  different  dates,  as  is  shown  in  said  list. 

It  appears  that  after  the  State  of  Alabama  had  accepted  the  two 
grants  heretofore  mentioned,  and  had  conferred  the  same  upon  the 
Wills  Valley  Bailroad  Company  and  the  Northeast  and  Southwestern 
Railroad  Company,  nothing  was  done  towards  building  either  of  said 
roads,  and  when  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Bailroad  Company  suc- 
ceeded to  their  rights,  in  order  to  secure  the  construction  of  the  road 
the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Alabama  passed  a  law  authorizing  the 
State  to  indorse  the  bonds  of  the  company.    The  total  liability  of  the 
State  became  about  $7,200,000  by  reason  of  its  indorsement  of  the  com- 
pany's bonds.    To  secure  herself  against  any  possible  loss,  the  State 
took  a  mortgage  on  the  railroad  and  all  the  granted  lands  of  said  com- 
pany.   The  road  was  built  In  1871,  and  soon  after  became  unable  to  pay 
the  interest  on  its  bonds.    The  State  paid  the  interest  and  assumed 
the  principal.    The  property  of  said  road  was  sold  in  pursuance  to  a 
decree  of  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  middle  district 
of  Alabama,  and  the  company  was  declared  bankrupt    The  State  be- 
came the  owner,  by  purchase,  of  all  the  lands  granted  by  Congress  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  these  railroads.    Wallace  v,  Loomis  (97  F.  S., 
146).    On  February  8,  1877,  the  State  transferred  the  lands  to  John  A, 
Billups  of  Pickens  county,  Alabama,  trustee  appointed  by  the  governor 
under  authority  of  the  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  said  State,  dated 
February  23, 1876,  and  John  Swann  of  London,  England,  a  trustee  ap- 
pointed by  the  bondholders.    The  deed  was  executed  to  these  trustees 
and  their  successors,  and  the  lands  were  sold  by  them,  ^^The  Alabama 
State  Land  Company  becoming  the  purchasers  thereof.    It  is  asserted 
that  John  Swann  is  dead,  and  that  Frank  T.  Anderson  has  succeeded 
bim  as  the  trustee  for  the  bondholders. 

The  railroad  built  by  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Bailroad  Com- 
pany was  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  Fnited  States  court  for  the  south- 
ern district  of  Alabama,  on  the  22nd  day  of  January,  1877,  and  wsm 
purchased  by  parties  who  now  have  no  interest  in  the  lands,  and  the 
load  is  now  known  as  the  ^'Alabama  Great  Southern  Bailroad  Com- 
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pany,^  and  is  controlled  by  the  "  Cincinnati,  !N"ew  Orleans  and  Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Company.^ 

It  is  claimed  that  the  Alabama  and  Ghattano6ga  BaOroad  Company 
is  not  now  in  existence  and  has  left  no  assets  behind  it,  and  no  one  is 
now  anthorized  to  represent  it.  The  lands  included  in  list  "  A  **  hereto- 
fore erroneoasly  certified  for  the  benefit  of  said  railroad  company,  are 
now  the  property  of  the  Alabama  State  Land  Company,  a  corporation 
organized  for  the  purpose  of  holding  real  estate  and  for  other  purposes, 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Alabama.  On  January  7, 1890,  this  company, 
by  its  attorney,  M.  D.  Brainard,  filed  a  paper  in  this  Department  which 
pui^orts  to  be  an  appearance  of  said  company,  and  sets  out  a  number  of 
reasons  why  the  government  cannot  recover  the  lands  in  question,  and 
contends  that  as  this  company  is  an  innocent  purchaser  of  these  lands 
for  value,  the  only  course  left  the  government  is  a  suit  against  the  Ala- 
bama and  Chattanooga  Bailroad  Company  for  the  value  of  the  lands; 
and,  as  that  company  is  not  in  existence  and  has  no  assets,  such  a  suit 
would  be  useless. 

The  second  section  of  the  adjustment  act  {8upra)y  provides: 

That  if  it  ehaU  appear,  upon  the  oompletion  of  Buoh  adjustmentB  respeotfnny  (le- 
Bpectively),  or  sooner,  that  lands  have  been,  from  any  cause,  heretofore  erroneonslT 
certified  or  patented,  by  the  United  States,  to  or  for  the  nse  or  benefit  of  any  com- 
pany claiming  by,  tlirongh,  or  under  grant  from  the  United  States,  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  railroad,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  there- 
upon demand  from  such  company  a  relinquishment  or  reconyeyanoe  to  the  United 
States  of  all  such  lauds,  whether  within  granted  or  indemnity  limits ;  and  if  snch 
company  shall  neglect  or  fail  to  so  reconvey  such  lands  to  the  United  States  within 
ninety  days  after  the  aforesaid  demand  shaU  have  been  made,  it  shall  thereupon  be 
the  duty  of  the  Attorney-General  to  commence  and  prosecute  in  the  proper  courts 
the  necessary  proceedings  t'O  cancel  all  patents,  certification,  or  other  eyidenoe  of 
title  heretofore  issued  for  such  lands,  and  to  restore  the  title  thereof  to  the  United 
States. 

It  will  be  seen  from  an  examination  of  the  above  section  that  no  new 
authority  is  given  the  Department  in  the  matter  of  the  restoration  of 
lands  erroneously  certified  or  patented  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  rail- 
road company,  but  that  which  before  was  discretionary  is  now  made 
mandatory. 

In  this  case  the  certificates  were  issued  for  the  use  of  the  Alabama 
and  Chattanooga  Railroad  Company,  as  successor  in  interest  to  the  two 
gfrants  above  mentioned,  and,  as  far  as  the  government  is  concerned,  it 
matters  not  whether  the  tracts  thus  erroneously  certified  are  found  in 
the  possession  of  the  original  grantee,  or  in  the  possession  of  a  second 
or  third  grantee.  Its  duty,  under  the  commands  of  the  adjustment  act, 
is  to  take  steps  to  compel  the  restoration  thereof.  The  State  of  Ala- 
bama became  the  purchaser  of  these  lands,  through  judicial  sale,  from 
the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Eailroad  Company,  and,  in  turn,  sold 
and  conveyed  them  to  the  Alabama  State  Land  Company. 

It  would  seem  that  the  provision  in  the  second  section  of  the  sdjiOtr 
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ment  act,  providiBg  that  a  demand  must  be  made  for  reconveyance^ 
warrants  the  making  of  such  a  demand  npon  the  present  holders  of  the 
land,  if  it  be  tme  that  the  original  company  has  ceased  to  ezist^  as 
alleged. 

Although  it  is  claimed  that  no  one  is  now  authorized  to  represent  the 
Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Bailroad  Company,  the  records  of  your 
office  show  that  certain  selections  were  made  May  13, 1885,  in  the  name 
of  said  company  by  Frank  Y.  Anderson,  who  swears  ^^that  I  am  the 
general  land  agent  of  the  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Bailroad,  formerly 
called  the  Northeastern  and  Southwestern  and  Wills  Valley  Baikoad, 
and  am  also  agent  of  the  State  of  Alabama  for  the  selection  of  public 
lands,'' 

It  is  apparent  that  lands  have  been  conveyed  on  account  of  this 
grant  without  authority  of  law,  beiog  in  excess  of  that  granted  by 
Congress. 

A  suit  may  be  brought  by  the  United  States  in  any  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction  to  set  aside,  cancel,  or  annul  a  patent  for  land  issued 
in  its  name,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  mistake. 
United  States  v.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Company  (126  U.  S.,  273). 

As  before  stated,  this  right  to  bring  such  a  suit  exists  independently 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  {8upra)y  and,  in  view  of  the  facts  in  this 
case,  showing  as  they  do  that  the  lands  described  in  list  marked  ^^  A," 
amounting  in  all  to  72,051.57  acres  were  erroneously  certified  to  the 
Alabama  and  Chattanooga  Bailroad  Company,  you  are  directed  to  de- 
mand a  reconveyance  thereof  from  the  grantees  of  said  company — to 
wit:  the  State  of  Alabama  and  the  Alabama  State  Land  Company,  also 
upon  Frank  T.  Anderson,  as  agent  for  said  Alabama  and  Chattanooga 
Bailroad  Company,  and  upon  the  trustees  who  received  deeds  from  the 
State,  or  their  successors,  within  ninety  days  from  the  date  of  the  serv- 
ice of  notice  of  said  demand;  at  the  end  of  which  period,  if  reconvey- 
ance is  refused,  you  will  forward  a  complete  record  in  the  case  to  this 
Department,  with  a  view  of  its  transmittal  to  the  Attomey-Generalf 
for  the  institution  of  proper  proceedings  to  vacate  said  patent. 


kelinquishment— vacanct  in  locax  offick. 

Armstrgno  v.  Miranda. 

A  relinqmslmienty  executed  by  the  entry  man  while  so  intoxicated  aa  to  not  compre- 
hend the  character  of  the  instmment,  is  ineffective. 

A  vacancy  in  the  office  of  either  the  register  or  the  receiver,  disqualifies  the  remain- 
ing incumbent  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  his  own  office,  during  the 
period  of  such  vacancy. 

k  relinquishment  sent  to  the  local  office  during  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  the  regis- 
ter is  not  filed  in  contemplation  of  law,  and  if  returned  to  the  entry  man  before 
said  vacancy  is  filled,  no  action  can  be  subsequently  taken  thereon  by  the  register 
and  receiver. 
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First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  fhe  QmerA 

Land  Office,  February  4, 1892. 

The  land  in  controversy  in  this  case  is  the  SW  J  of  Sec  13,  T.  1  K^ 
B.  4  E.,  in  the  Tucson  land  district,  Arizona,  for  which  Jesus  Miranda 
filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  on  the  14th  of  September,  1885, 
alleging  settlement  in  August,  1878.  He  changed  his  pre-emption 
filing  to  homestead  entry,  on  the  23d  of  November,  1885. 

On  the  6th  of  May,  1887,  he  filed  in  the  local  office  notice  of  Ms  in- 
tention to  make  final  proof  for  the  tract,  before  the  clerk  of  the  United 
States  district  court  at  Phoenix,  Arizona,  on  the  17th  of  June,  of  that 
year.  This  notice  was  published  in  the  Salt  River  Valley  News,  the  first 
insertion  being  on  the  14th  of  May,  1887,  and  the  last  on  the  I8tli  of 
June.  The  affidavit  of  the  publisher  makes  the  last  insertion  on  the 
18th  of  "  May",  but  it  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  paper  that  it  shonW 
have  been  June,  as  the  paper  was  published  weekly,  and  the  affidavit 
would  make  the  first  and  last  publications  within  four  days  of  each 
other,  whereas  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  six  insertions  if  the 
first  was  on  the  14th  of  May,  and  the  last  on  the  18th  of  June. 

The  date  mentioned  in  the  notice  for  making  proof  was  June  17,  at 
which  time  such  notice  had  not  been  published  six  weeks.  He,  there- 
fore, asked  for  a  continuance  until  the  following  day,  which  vas 
granted.  The  proof  was  made  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  on  the  18th 
of  June,  at  which  time  Armstrong  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging 
that  Miranda  had  sold  his  right  in  said  tract  to  said  Armstrong,  and 
had  relinquished  his  interest  therein  to  the  United  States,  and  also  that 
the  proof  wa«  advertised  to  be  made  on  the  17th  of  June,  and  "  on  that 
day  publication  had  not  been  made  six  weeks  as  required  by  law.'* 

This  affidavit  was  forwarded  to  the  local  office  with  the  final  proof,  and 
hearing  was  ordered  to  determine  the  questions  raised  thereby.  It  took 
place  on  the  18th  of  October,  1887,  and  resulted  in  a  decision  by  the 
local  officers  on  the  21st  of  May,  1888,  in  which  they  found  in  favor  of 
the  contestant,  and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  of  Mi- 
randa. 

From  that  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office.  Aft-er  numer- 
ous motions,  decisions,  and  apx)eal8,  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  for  me 
to  allude,  the  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  of  May  21» 
1888,  was  decided  by  you,  and  their  judgment  affirmed  September  23, 
1890.  An  appeal  from  such  decision  by  you,  brings  the  case  to  the 
Department  for  consideration. 

In  the  record  before  me  is  a  sheet  of  legal  cap  paper,  upon  which  the 
foDowing  is  written : 

In  the  United  States  Lond  Office,  Tucson,  Arizona. 

PersonaHy  appeared  before  me,  D.  H.  Wallace,  a  notary  public  In  and  for  the 
connty  of  Maricopa,  Territory  of  Arizona,  Jesns  Miranda,  who  being  dnly  sworn 
deposes  and  says  that  he  is  the  identical  Jeans  Miranda,  who  made  pre-emption  D. 
8.  No.  1584;  of  SW  i  of  Sec.  13,  T.  1  N.,  B.  4  £.,  on  the  14th  day  of  September  1885,  vA 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS.  135 

changed  said  tract  to  H'd.  entry  No.  544,  on  the  23d  day  of  November  1885.    Thai 

his  receipt  for  hia  homestead  entry  No.  544  has  been  lost  or  mislaid,  and  is  not  now 

in  his  possession  and  cannot  be  fonnd.    That  he  now  relinquishes  to  the  government 

of  the  United  States  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  the  above  described 

tract  this  13th  day  of  May  1887^  and  that  he  has  not  heretofore  relinquished  said 

entry. 

bis 
JSSUS  X  MiKANDA. 
mark. 

Witness : 

O.  Y.  PORTKBIB. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  18fh  day  of  May  1887,  and  I  hereby  certify 

the  deponent  is  the  identical  person  he  represents  himself  to  be. 

D.  H.  Wallace, 

Notary  Puhlio. 

In  reference  to  this  paper,  the  evidence  of  Armstrong  and  his  wit- 
nesses is,  that  it  was  signed  by  the  parties  whose  names  it  bears,  on 
the  day  it  is  dated,  and  that  it  was  the  result  of  certain  prior  negotia- 
tions.   That  Armstrong  desired  to  become  possessed  of  the  land  occu- 
pied by  IMiranda,  but  as  he  could  not  talk  or  understand  the  Spanish 
language,  and  as  Miranda  could  not  talk  or  understand  any  other,  he 
employed  one  Brown,  who  could  talk  and  understand  both  languages, 
to  institute  and  conduct  negotiations,  with  a  view  of  bringing  about  tne 
desired  result.    These  negotiations  resulted  in  the  execution  of  the 
paper  above  set  forth,  the  consideration  for  which  from  Armstrong  to 
Miranda,  was  to  be  the  sum  of  $1,300,  seventy-ffve  of  which  was  paid 
the  day  the  paper  wa«  executed,  and  the  balance  was  to  be  paid  when 
Armstrong  should  receive  his  receipt  from  the  local  land  office  for  a 
timber-culture  entry  which  he  desired  to  make  for  the  land.    The 
relinquishment,  together  with  the  necessary  papers  for  a  timber-culture 
entry,  and  the  fees  therefor,  were  immediately  sent  by  Armstrong  to 
Tucson,  and  were  delivered  to  Fred  W.  Smith,  the  receiver  of  the  local 
land  office,  at  his  residence,  about  midnight  of  May  14,  1887.    These 
papers  Smith  took  with  him  to  the  office  the  next  morning,  and  handed 
them  to  0.  E.  Dailey,  the  clerk  who  had  charge  of  the  register's  office. 
At  this  time,  the  office  of  register  was  vacant  at  the  Tucson  land 
district,  in  consequence  of  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  the  former  reg- 
ister, and  the  Senate  having  closed  its  session  without  confirming  the 
President's  appointee  for  the  position. 

On  the  part  of  Miranda,  the  evidence  in  reference  to  the  relinquish- 
ment in  question  is  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  having  periodical 
"  drunken  sprees,  ^  which  usually  continued  about  two  weeks.  That 
he  went  on  one  of  these  sprees  the  first  Weeek  in  May,  1887,  and  con- 
tinued under  the  influence  of  liquor,  and  unfit  for  the  transaction  of 
business,  until  after  the  middle  of  that  month.  That  he  was  not  sober 
enough  to  understand  the  nature  of  a  transaction  which  resulted  in  the 
relinquishment,  and  supposed  he  was  simply  signing  an  agreement  to 
sell  Armstrong  the  land  after  he  made  final  proof,  and  received  final 
certificate.    That  he  had  no  idea  or  intention  of  relinquishing  the  land 
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at  ally  or  of  selliiig  it  withotit  consnlting  his  wife  and  daaghters,  bat 
that  he  entered  into  the  agreement  to  sell  to  Armstrong  to  obtain 
money  with  which  to  continue  his  spree.  That  he  did  not  become  sober 
until  his  wife  heard  that  he  had  signed  a  relinquishment,  which  was 
the  first  time  that  he  became  aware  that  the  paper  signed  by  him  was 
of  that  character. 

Armstrong  and  his  witnesses  deny  that  Miranda  wa«  drank  when  lie 
signed  the  paper,  and  Porterie,  who  read  it  to  him  in  Spanish,  is  qnite 
certain  that  he  was  sober  and  understood  the  nature  of  the  paper,  as 
he  said  <<  all  right "  at  the  conclusion  of  the  reading.  The  testimony  ol 
this  witness  is  somewhat  weakened,  however,  by  his  statement  that 
Miranda  was  to  give  him  twenty-five  dollars  for  interpreting  the  paper 
to  him.  He  says  this  was  Miranda's  "  own  proposition.'^  A  sober  man, 
who  was  intelligent  enough  to  comprehend  the  nature  of  a  paper  whicli 
was  written  in  a  language  which  he  could  neither  speak  nor  read  would 
not  be  likely  to  make  such  a  proposition. 

When  Miranda  was  told  by  his  wife  that  she  had  been  informed  that 
he  had  relinquished  the  land,  the  interview  which  followed  between 
them  had  the  effect  to  sober  him  up,  and  resulted  in  an  affidavit  by 
her,  in  which  the  circumstances  under  which  the  paper  was  executed 
were  set  forth.  This  aflQdavit  was  forwarded  to  the  local  land  office, 
and  on  the  10th  of  June,  1887,  the  clerk  in  charge  of  the  register's  office, 
wrote  her  attorney,  among  other  things,  saying: 

I  have  to  advise  yon  that  on  May  14, 1887,  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  relinqnish- 
menty  exocuted  May  13,  1887,  by  Jesus  Miranda,  before  D.  H.  Wallace,  notary  public, 
accompanied  by  a  timber-culture  application  of  John  8.  Armstrong  for  SW.^  of  Sec 
13,  T.  1  N.,  R.  4  E.,  was  received  in  this  office. 

Said  relinquishment  and  application  have  not  been  acted  on  by  reason  of  the  offiee 
of  register  being  vacant,  during  which  time  no  filings  or  entries  can  be  made. 

If  the  fa<  is  are  as  stated  by  the  wife  of  Miranda,  he  was  non  compos  menUa  at  tha 
time  of  executing  said  relinquishment,  and  incapable  of  doing  any  act  legally  to  de> 
prive  either  himself  or  his  family  of  what  rightfully  belongs  to  them  under  the  l»w. 

Miranda  thereupon  made  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  detailed  the  facts 
and  circumstances  connected  with  the  transaction,  which  was  forwarded 
to  the  local  land  office,  aceompanied  with  a  demand  for  the  retorn  of 
the  relinquishment  to  him. 

Under  date  of  June  17,  1887,  the  clerk  in  charge  of  the  register's 
office,  addressed  a  letter  to  Miranda,  in  which  he  said: 

Sir:  In  answer  to  a  letter  of  the  16th  inst.,  from  your  attorney,  requesting  the 
return  of  your  relinquishment  of  homestead  entry  No.  544,  executed  before  D.  H. 
Wallace  on  May  13, 1887, 1  herewith  return  said  relinquishment,  leaving  your  home- 
stead entry  outstanding  and  intact  on  the  records  of  this  office. 
Very  respectfully 

C.  E.  Dailry, 
MegisUr^B  Ofa. 

That  relinquishment  forms  part  of  the  record  before  me.  Across  tbe 
face  of  it  is  written  the  word  *' void."  It  was  introduced  upon  the  trial, 
to  show  that  it  had  never  been  filed  as  required  by  law,  and  that  there 
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was  no  mark  of  any  kind  or  character  upon  it,  to  indicate  that  it  had 
erer  been  in  the  land  office  at  Tucson.  It  was  identified  by  receiver 
Smith,  by  a  pin  hole,  which  he  said  was  made  by  him  in  pinuing  the 
reUnquishment  and  Armstrong's  timber-culture  application  together. 
Upon  the  trial  it  was  stated  by  Miranda  that  he  was  ready  and  willing 
to  pay  back  to  Armstrong  the  $75  which  he  had  received  from  him.  It 
was  also  in  evidence  that  on  the  17th  of  May,  1887,  the  day  final  proof 
was  advertised  to  be  made,  an  agreement  was  made  between  Armstrong 
and  Miranda's  attorney,  by  which  Armstrong  was  to  be  paid  $150  for 
the  $75  which  he  paid  Miranda,  and  for  his  expenses  in  connection  with 
the  reUnquishment  and  his  proposed  contest,  and  he  was  to  withdraw 
all  objection  to  the  final  proof^  and  all  claims  to  the  land.  The  next 
day  Miranda's  attorney  tendered  Armstrong  $100  in  gold,  and  promised 
to  pay  the  balance  in  four  days,  which  was  according  to  their  agree- 
ment Armstrong  declined  to  carry  out  his  agreement  of  the  day  before, 
and  hence  the  contest. 

As  to  the  value  of  the  property,  Armstrong  and  his  witnesses  placed 
it  at  from  twelve  to  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  and  Miranda  at  $3000.  He 
had  lived  upon  the  tract  continuously  for  eleven  years,  having  purchased 
the  improvements  of  a  former  occupant  for  $300.  He  had  cleared  and 
ditched  the  land,  built  a  house  of  four  rooms,  erected  other  buildings, 
dug  a  well,  planted  peach  and  pomegranate  orchards,  and  several  hun- 
dred trees  for  timber,  and  had  cultivated  to  crop  from  forty  to  eighty 
acres  each  year.  This  constitutes  and  concludes  a  condensed  history 
of  the  case. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  relinquishment,  to  be  effective,  must  be  the 
volmitary  act  of  the  entryman.  O'Brien  v,  Bichtarik  (8  L.  D.,  192). 
From  the  evidence  and  circumstances  of  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  clear  to 
my  mind  that  Miranda  did  not  voluntarily  and  knowingly  execute  a 
rehnquishment  of  the  land  in  question.  I  have  given  the  substance  of 
the  evidence  connected  with  its  execution,  and  need  not  refer  to  it 
again. 

In  the  case  of  Wiley  v.  Baymond  (6  L.  D.,  246),  it  was  held  that  the 
purchaser  of  a  relinquishment  can  acquire  no  rights  to  the  land  by  vir- 
tue of  his  x)nrchase,  and  his  rights  as  a  settler  must  date  from  the  time 
when  he  made  actual  personal  settlement.    The  same  case  also  held 
that "  a  relinquishment  amounts  to  nothing,  so  far  as  releasing  the  land 
is  concerned,  until  it  is  filed."    In  the  case  at  bar,  Armstrong  has  never 
made  actual  x>ersonal  settlement  upon  the  land,  neither  has  the  relin- 
quishment ever  been  filed.    It  was  sent  to  the  land  office  with  other 
papers,  on  the  14th  of  May,  18S7.    At  that  time  the  office  of  register 
at  the  Tucson  land  district  was  vacant,  such  vacancy  having  occurred 
on  the  4th  of  March,  1887,  and  continued  until  the  5th  of  July  of  that 
year. 

A  vacancy  in  the  office  of  either  the  register  or  the  receiver,  disquali- 
fies the  remaining  incumbent  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  his 
own  office,  during  the  period  of  such  vacancy.    Graham  v.  Carpenter 
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(9  L.  D.,  365).  In  commenting  upon  the  case  of  Graham  v,  Oarpentw, 
and  of  the  situation  of  affairs  in  the  Tucson  land  district  during  the 
vacancy  in  the  office  of  register,  the  Department,  in  the  case  of  Williams 
V.  Loew  (12  L.  D.,  297)  said: 

When  a  vaoanoy  oconrs  in  the  office  of  register  or  reoeiyer^  the  machineiy  of  the 
office  stops  from  that  moment,  and  cannot  be  put  in  motion  again  nntU  the  yaeaacj 
is  filled,  and  any  act  of  the  snryivor  dnring  the  yaoancy,  nnlefin  he  is  acting  defaeU, 
is  an  absolute  nullity.  But  when  the  yacancy  is  filled,  the  maohinery  of  the  office 
resumes  its  work,  and  the  register  and  receiyer,  in  the  exercise  of  official  da^,  pro- 
oeed  to  adjudicate  all  oases  on  file  and  pending  in  their  office. 

As  already  stated,  the  relinquishment  in  question  was  recdred  at 
the  local  land  office  while  the  vacancy  in  the  office  of  register  existed, 
and  while  the  machinery  of  the  office  was  stopped,  and  it  was  there- 
fore never  filed  therein.  Before  the  vacancy  was  filled,  it  was  returned 
to  Miranda,  so  that  when  the  office  resumed  its  work,  there  was  noth- 
ing connected  with  such  relinquishment  for  the  register  and  receiver  to 
adjudicate.  The  entry  of  Miranda  has  never  been  canceled,  but  is  still 
^^  outstanding  and  intact  on  the  records  of  the  office,"  according  to  the 
statement  of  Mr.  Dailey,  of  the  register's  office.  Mr.  Armstrong  has 
never  paid  any  part  of  the  amount  which  he  claims  was  agreed  upon 
between  himself  and  Miranda,  as  the  consideration  for  the  relinquish- 
ment or  for  the  land,  except  the  $75  mentioned,  which  Miranda  has 
offered  to  return,  together  with  compensation  for  any  costs  or  expemi^ 
incun'ed  by  Armstrong  up  to  the  time  the  contest  was  initiated.  He 
also  continued  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate  the  land,  up  to  the  time  of 
his  death,  and  his  widow  and  children  have  ever  since  resided  upon  and 
cultivated  the  tract. 

From  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  in  view  of  the 
decisions  of  the  Department,  applicable  thereto,  and  herein  cited,  my 
conclusion  is,  that  the  decision  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and 
that  the  homestead  entry  of  Miranda  should  remain  intact.  It  is  so 
ordered. 

Questions  relating  to  the  final  proof  of  Miranda,  are  not  before  the 
Department  for  determination,  not  having  been  passed  upon  by  y(w« 
The  record  of  the  case,  including  such  proof,  is  therefore  returned  for 
your  action  thereon. 


MIKING  CliAIM-PtrBWCATION  OF  NOTICB. 

Condon  et  al.  v.  Mammoth  Mininq  Co. 

The  notice  of  application  for  mineral  patent  must  be  published  in  the  newspaper 

nearest  to  the  claim. 

Secretary  IToble  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Febru- 
ary 5,  1S9J2. 

On  September  6, 1886,  the  Mammoth  Mining  Company  filed  its  appli- 
cation for  a  patent  for  the  Bradley  lode  claim  in  Tintic  mining  district, 
Juab  county,  Utah. 
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Notice  of  said  application  was  published  for  sixty  days  in  the  Terri- 
torial Enqiiirer  of  Prove  City,  Utah.  No  adverse  claim  was  filed,  and 
on  December  19, 1887,  an  entry  was  allowed. 

On  August  22, 1889,  Pat.  aud  Matt.  Condon  filed  a  protest  against 
the  issuance  of  a  patent  on  said  entry,  claiming  to  be  the  owners  of  a 
greater  portion  of  the  land  by  reason  of  prior  discoveries  and  locations, 
and  asserting  that, — 

the  notice  of  application  for  the  patent  was  published  in  an  alleged  newspaper 
known  as  tlie  Territorial  Enquirer.  That  the  same  is  published  in  Prove  City,  Utah 
county,  a  distance  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  miles  from  the  claim  known  as 
the  Bradley  claim,  and  from  the  mining  district  in  which  all  of  the  claims  in  contro- 
versy are  situated;  that  at  the  date  of  said  publication,  there  was  a  newspaper  pub- 
lished in  the  same  county  in  which  the  Bradley  claim  and  Tintio  mining  district 
are  situated.  The  Ensign,  published  in  Nephi,  the  county  seat  of  Juab  county,  in 
which  the  said  mining  claim  is  situated,  and  a  distance  of  twenty-five  miles  from  the 
claim. 

On  October  30, 1889,  you  directed  a  hearing  to  be  had 

to  determine  whether  the  publication  of  the  notice  of  application  for  patent  for  said 
Bradley  lode  claim  was  made  in  the  newspaper  nearest  the  claim,  in  accordance 
with  the  law  and  regulations  thereunder. 

The  trial  was  had  on  December  26, 1889,  and  after  considering  the 
evidence  submitted  thereat,  on  April  19, 1890,  the  register  and  receiver 
fonud  that} — 

The  protest  was  well  takeUj  and  that  the  notice  was  not  published  according  to 
law,  and  recommend  that  the  Mammoth  company  be  required  to  commence  anew  all 
proceedings  concerning  the  publication  of  their  application  for  patent  for  the 
Bradley  lode  mining  claim. 

The  Mammoth  Mining  Company  appealed  from  said  finding  to  your 
office,  and  on  October  25, 1890,  after  considering  the  case,  you  affirmed 
the  finding  of  the  register  and  receiver  and  held  the  mineral  entry  for 
cancellation. 

An  appeal  has  been  taken  from  your  judgment  to  this  Department. 

The  only  question  in  issue  is  as  to  whether  or  not  the  notice  of  the 
application  for  patent  of  the  Mammoth  Mining  Company  was  published 
according  to  law.  If  it  was,  under  the  provisions  of  Section  2325  of  the 
Mining  Laws,  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  the  protestants 
in  this  case  can  not  now  assert  an  adverse  claim. 

A  statute  providing  for  the  service  of  notice  by  publication  should 
be  strictly  followed  in  order  to  give  jurisdiction. 

I  have  considered  the  evidence  in  the  record,  and  am  of  the  opinion 
that  your  judgment,  from  which  an  appeal  has  been  taken,  is  sustained 
by  the  facts  shown  in  the  record.  The  case  cannot  be  properly  referred 
to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication  for  settlement,  because  no  legal 
notice  having  been  given  of  the  application  for  i)atent,  no  opportunity 
has  been  given  protestants  to  assert  their  rights,  if  they  have  any. 

You  will  susi>end  the  entry  made  by  the  Mammoth  Mining  Company, 
and  a  new  notice  should  be  published. 
Your  judgment  is  accordingly  modified. 
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BEPATMENX— PURCHASES  AFTER  CANCELLATIOir* 

Albert  G.  Craven. 

A  pnrchaser  of  land  at  an  adminiBtrator's  sale,  subsequent  to  the  oaaoeUation.  of  the 
entry,  acquires  no  right  to  a  repayment  of  the  purohase  money  paid  by  tlie  €d^- 
inal  entryman. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  February  4, 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  December  17, 1891,  transmitting  for 
my  action  thereon  the  application  of  Albert  6.  Cravens,  for  repajrmeot 
of  the  purchase  money  paid  by  James  Montgomery  for  the  NE  J  of  KB  J 
of  section  10,  and  the  SB  J  of  section  3,  T.  19  K,  B.  15  W.,  Batesvilte 
land  district,  Arkansas,  entered  by  him  on  August  27, 1840,  under  the 
pre-emption  act  ot  June  1, 1840  (5  Stat.,  382),  supplemental  to  the  act 
of  June  22, 1838  (idem  261),  which  entry  was  canceled  by  you  on  June 
19, 1841,  "because  the  law  did  not  allow  entries  of  quarter  quarter  sec- 
tions unless  they  are  residuary  ones  created  by  the  previous  oi>eratio]i 
of  the  act  of  AprU  5, 1832  (idem  503)."  You  state  that  said  Craven 
made  application  for  repayment  in  1878,  and  ^ed  his  affidavit  alleging 
that  he  is  the  holder  of  said  land  under  a  direct  claim  or  title  from  said 
Montgomery^  and  he  was  required  to  furnish  the  original  or  certified 
copies  of  the  deeds  of  conveyance,  or  an  abstract  of  title  to  prove  his 
assertion;  that  in  July,  1879,  the  attorney  for  said  Craven  advised 
your  office  that  the  records  of  the  county  had  been  burned  during  the 
war  and  he  could  not  comply  with  the  requirement;  that  thereupon  you 
advised  him  that  the  best  thing  for  him  to  do  was  to  go  to  a  court  of 
chancery  "  and  have  his  claim  of  title  decreed  in  him; "  that  it  appears 
from  the  accompanying  affidavit  of  H.  Pee  that  **  aU  of  the  above  de- 
scribed lands  was  decreed  to  the  said  A.  G.  Cravens  by  the  chancery 
court  of  Marion  county,  Arkansas,  at  the  spring  term  of  the  court  in 
the  year  1873,''  in  a  suit  between  A.  G.  Cravens,  plaiutiff,  and  John 
Coy,  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  G.  McClure,  deceased,  de- 
fendant, and  that  all  of  the  records  of  said  court  have  been  destroyed 
by  fire;  that  in  lieu  of  the  record  Mr.  Cravens  has  filed  a  bond  to  save 
the  United  States  harmless  from  loss  on  account  of  any  other  person 
claiming  title  to  said  land.  You  also  state  that  it  appears  that  Mr. 
Cravens  "  is  entitled  to  the  relief  applied  ior."  From  the  papers  be- 
fore me  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  your  recommendation.  Mr.  Craven 
purchased  his  claim  at  an  administrator's  sale  long  after  the  entry  of 
said  land  by  Montgomery  was  canceled  upon  the  records  of  the  Land 
Department.  Under  the  law  a«  it  existed  at  the  date  of  said  canoeDa- 
tion,  Mr.  Montgomery  could  not  have  received  repayment  for  the  land. 
4  Op.  Atty-Gen.,  227-253.) 

At  the  time  of  the  alleged  sale  by  the  administrator,  the  land  in 
question  was  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  and  no  State  oourt  can  make 
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a  valid  decree  of  title  to  parties  of  any  part  of  the  public  lands,  so  long 
as  the  title  remains  in  the  United  States.  This  doctrine  is  fonda- 
mental  and  needs  no  citation  of  authority  in  support  thereof.  Mr. 
Cravens  has  acquired  title  to  this  land  through  purchase  from  a  sub- 
sequent entryman  who  entered  the  lands  shown  on  the  records  of  your 
office  to  be  a  part  of  tbie  public  domain.  His  purchase  at  an  adminis- 
trator's sale  long  subsequent  to  the  cancellation  of  said  entry  gives 
him  no  claim  against  the  United  States  which  would  warrant  this  De- 
partment in  directing  a  repayment  of  the  purchase  money  paid  by  Mr. 
Montgomery,  the  original  entryman.  Ozra  M.  Woodward  (2  L.  D.,  688). 
Said  application  must  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  rejected. 


HOMKSTEAB  BKTBT— ABANDONMENT—DEATH  OF  EKTBTMAN. 

Brown  v.  Naylob. 

A  oonteat  against  the  entry  of  a  deceased  homesteader,  charging  abandonment  on 
the  part  of  the  entryman  and  his  heirs,  mast  fail,  where  it  appears  that  said  en- 
tryman died  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six  months  £rom  date  of  entry,  and  his 
heir  snbseqaently  complied  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  cultivation. 

A  contest  should  he  dismissed  where  the  default  charged  is  cured  in  good  faith  before 
the  local  office  acquires  jurisdiction  in  the  case. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  February  5, 189^, 

I  have  considered  the  case  arising  upon  the  appeal  of  John  0.  Brown 
firom  your  decision  of  March  7, 1 890,  dismissing  his  contest  against  the 
homestead  entry  of  E.  M.  Naylor  (deceased),  for  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  10, 
T.  7  S.,  B.  30  W.,  Oberlin  land  district,  Kansas. 

Naylor  made  homestead  entry  of  said  tract  March  25, 1885.  On 
September  4, 1885,  he  died. 

On  December  17, 1885,  Brown  filed  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  that 
neither  E.  M.  Naylor  nor  his  legal  heirs  and  representatives  had  set- 
tled or  made  any  improvements  upon  the  tract. 

On  February  18, 1886,  the  local  office  entered  judgment  for  default, 
against  the  entryman. 

On  July  9, 1887,  Samuel  Naylor  filed  application  for  rehearing,  stating 
mider  oath  that  he  was  the  father  of  said  E.  M.  I^aylor,  and  his  only 
heir;  that  no  notice  of  said  contest  had  ever  been  served  upon  himj 
and  setting  forth  other  reasons  why  a  rehearing  should  be  granted. 

The  application  was  transmitted  to  your  office;  and  you,  on  March 
20, 1888,  ordered  a  rehearing,  in  case  an  amended  affidavit  of  contest 
should  be  filed.    The  affidavit  was  amended  so  a«  to  read  as  follows: 

That  the  said  £.  M.  Naylor,  or  his  legal  representatives^  have  never  settled  upon 
or  made  any  improvements  on  said  land^  but  that  said  land  has  been  wholly 
abandoned  by  both  the  entryman,  and  his  heirs  and  legal  representatives,  from 
March  25,  1885,  up  to  and  including  December  17,  1885 ;  and  that  he  and  they  had 
&0«d  to  nude  upon,  improvei  and  cultiyate  said  land. 
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HeariBg  was  had  ^^ovember  22, 1888.  After  oonsidering  the  te^ 
timoiiy,  the  local  officers  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  entiy. 
Kay  lor  appealed  to  yoor  office,  which  decided  in  his  fovor.  Thereapon 
the  contestant  appealed  to  the  Department. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  entiyman  was  annnmarried  man;  that 
after  a  long  sickness  with  typhoid  fever  he  died,  on  September  4, 1885; 
that  his  only  heir  at  law  was  his  father,  Samuel  Nay  lor  j^  that  the  lat- 
ter, in  May  and  June,  1886,  caused  ten  acres  of  the  land  to'be  broken  and 
planted  to  com — and  that  this  was  the  first  cultivation  of  f^e  land; 
that  in  1887  said  ten  acres  were  sown  to  millet,  and  five  acres  mors 
were  broken;  and  that  in  1888  the  fifteen  acres  previously  broken  were 
planted  to  millet,  com,  and  cane,  and  five  acres  more  were  broken. 

Your  decision  held  that,  as  the  entryman  had  died  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  first  six  months  after  his  entry,  no  cause  of  action  would 
lie  against  him  on  the  ground  of  abandonment;  that  no  contest  should 
have  been  prosecuted  against  the  entry  until  notice  had  been  served 
upon  his  legal  representatives;  ^^jurisdiction  over  the  parties  in  in- 
terest must  therefore  date  firom  the  time  service  of  notice  was  had  upon 
the  heir  and  legal  representative  of  the  entryman" — ^which  was  on  Oc- 
tober 4, 1888;  that  the  heir  caused  the  tract  to  be  cultivated  eveiy 
year  after  the  death  of  the  entryman  to  the  time  of  the  contest;  tliafe 
the  law  does  not  require  the  heir  of  a  deceased  entryman  to  reside  upon 
his  homestead  claim,  provided  he  cultivates  the  same;  and  you  there- 
fore dismissed  the  contest. 

I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  you  in  all  respects,  except  aa 
to  your  holding  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  jurisdiction 
must  date  from  the  time  when  service  of  notice  was  had  upon  the  heir 
and  legal  representative  of  the  entryman. 

When  said  heir  and  legal  representative,  on  July  9, 1887,  filed  appli- 
cation for  a  rehearing,  he  made  himself  a  party  in  the  case,  and  must 
be  considered  as  having  notice  from*  that  date.  (See  Smith  v.  Wash- 
burn, 12  L.  D,,  14;  Anderson  v.  Rey,  ib.,  620). 

Tour  error  in  this  respect,  however,  in  no  way  invalidates  the  conoln- 
sion  reached  by  you  that  the  contest  should  be  dismissed.  More  than 
a  year  prior  to  the  date  last  named  he  had  proceeded  in  good  Cuth  to 
cultivate  the  tract;  and  if  he  can  be  considered  as  having  at  any  time 
been  in  laches^  such  laches  was  cured  before  the  date  when  the  local  office 
acquired  jurisdiction. 

Your  decision  dismissing  the  contest  is  therefore  affirmed. 


imiVBRSITT  LANDS— EVIDKKGS  OP  TITIjB. 

State  of  ]\Iontana. 

Unlyersity  selections  located  and  approved  under  the  aot  of  Febmary  18^  ISSl,  prior 
to  the  admission  of  the  Territory  as  a  State  in  the  Union,  required  no  ftirther 
act  to  complete  title  thereto  except  the  admlstiiou  of  the  Terrltorji  and  the  oer* 
tiiioation  of  sach  lands  to  the  goyemor  of  the  Tenitoiy  is  Bofficient  eyideaoeof 
title. 
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Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Feb* 

ruary  tf,  189J^. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  commuiiicatioii  of  January  16, 1892,  transmit- 
ting a  list  of  selections  made  for  the  Territory  of  Montana,  nnder  tlie 
provisions  of  the  act  of  February  18, 1881  (21  Stat.,  326),  granting  to 
the  Territories  of  Dakota,  Montana,  Arizona,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming 
seventy-two  sections  of  land  for  university  purposes.  Said  list  of  selec- 
tions was  approved  by  the  President,  March  18,  1889,  and  the  lands 
embraced  in  said  list  were  withdrawn  for  the  purposes  indicated  in 
said  grant. 

Toa  submit  the  question,  as  to  whether  the  certification  of  said  list 
of  selections  by  your  office,  on  April  8,  1889,  to  the  governor  of  Mon- 
tana, conveyed  the  legal  title  to  said  land. 

The  act  of  February  18, 1881,  granted  to  each  of  the  territories  named 
therein  seventy-two  sections  of  unappropriated  public  lands,  for  the 
use  and  supjwrt  of  a  university  in  each  of  said  territories  when  they 
shall  be  admitted  as  states  into  the  Union,  to  be  selected  and  with- 
drawn from  sale  and  located  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  with  the  approval  of  the  President. 

The  lands  embraced  in  list  ISo.  1,  transmitted  with  your  letter,  were 
selected  by  a  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  Department,  and  withdrawn 
from  sale  and  located,  with  the  approval  of  the  President,  on  March  18, 
1889,  in  full  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  18, 
1881.  N"o  further  action  was  necessary  to  perfect  and  complete  the  title 
to  these  lands  under  the  grant,  except  the  admission  of  the  territory  as 
a  state  in  the  Union,  and  the  selection  and  location  of  said  tracts  in 
part  satisfaction  of  the  grant  to  said  territory  being  intact  November  8, 
1889,  when  the  admission  of  said  state  into  the  Union  became  complete 
under  the  enabling  act  of  February  22, 1889  (25  Stat.,  676),  the  title  of 
the  state  to  said  lands  became  complete  and  related  back  to  the  date  of 
the  selection  and  location  of  the  same,  and  the  certification  of  said  list 
by  your  office  to  the  governor  of  Montana  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
title  of  the  state  to  such  land,  without  further  action  on  the  part  of  the 
government. 

Besides,  the  14th  section  of  the  act  of  February  22, 1889,  provides 
that  the  lands  granted  to  Dakota  and  Montana  by  the  act  of  February 
18, 1881, 

are  bereby  yested  in  the  states  of  South  Dakota^  North  Dakota,  and  Montana,  re- 
spectively, if  snch  states  are  admitted  into  the  Union,  as  provided  in  this  act,  to  the 
extent  of  the  ftill  quantity  of  seventy -two  sections  to  each  of  said  states,  and  any 
portion  of  said  lands  that  may  not  have  been  selected  by  either  of  said  territories  of 
Dakota  or  Montana,  may  be  selected  by  the  respective  states  aforesaid. 

It  is  apparent  that  it  was  intended  that  the  absolute  title  to  the  spe- 
cific tracts  selected  and  located,  in  coini)liance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  grant  of  Febmary  18,  1881,  should,  upon  its  admission,  immedi- 
ately vest  in  the  state,  as  it  required  no  further  action  on  the  part  of 
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fhe  government  to  give  the  grant  precision  as  to  those  tracts,  and  as 
to  any  portion  of  said  lands  that  had  hot  been  selected  provision  was 
made  for  the  selection  of  such  lands  by  the  state  authorities. 

I  see  no  reason  for  any  other  action  of  the  Department  upon  said 
list,  there  being  no  statutory  provision  requiring  the  ifisuance  of  pat- 
enty  and  said  list  is  therefore  herewith  returned. 


KELrNQXnSHMSNlV-APPLIGATIOK  TO  BKTEB-COITCBST. 

GiLTNEB  V.  HUESTIS  BT  AL. 

A  Telinqnishment^  accompanied  with  an  application  to  enter,  filed  simnltaneiMiily 
with  an  affidavit  of  contest  defeati  the  right  of  the  oontestant  to  proceed  agaznrt 
the  entry  thns  vacated. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommieiumer  of  fhe  OeMrd 

Land  Offlce^  Februa/ry  5, 1892. 

This  record  presents  the  appeal  of  Oharles  E.  Giltner  from  your  judg- 
ment affirming  the  action  of  the  local  officers  rejecting  his  affidavit  of 
contest  against  the  timber-culture  entry  of  Henry  M.  Huestis  for  the 
W.  J  NB.  i,  Sec.  6,  T.  6  K,  R.  38  W.,  McOook,  Nebraska,  and  canceliBg 
said  entry  upon  relinquishment  presented  by  Henrie  F.  Hole  and  allow- 
ing the  latter  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  land. 

Huestis  made  his  timber-culture  entry  for  the  entire  I^.  \  of  said 
Sec.  5,  May  6, 1885.  Said  entry  was  canceled  by  relinquishment  as  to 
the  E.  J  of  said  quarter  February  19, 1887. 

On  February  27, 1889,  Huestis  executed  a  relinquishment  of  the  re- 
mainder of  his  entry,  to  wit,  the  "  eighty^  here  in  question. 

On  the  morning  of  March  1, 1889,  upon  the  opening  of  the  local  office 
Giltner  presented  his  contest-affidavit  and  Hole  presented  with  said  last 
relinquishment  his  homestead  application  for  the  land.  The  local  office 
rejected  Giltner's  affidavit  and  allowed  Hole's  entry.  Giltner  appealed. 
By  letter  dated  September  23, 1889,  you  directed  a  hearing  to  determine 
the  rights  of  the  parties.  Such  hearing,  at  which  parties  ap|)eared 
with  counsel,  was  commenced  at  the  local  office  December  6,  and  pro- 
ceeded with  upon  dififereut  days  until  December  9, 1889,  when  it  was  con- 
cluded. The  local  officers  rendered  their  joint  opinion  that  Hole's  entry 
should  remain  intact  and  that  Giltner's  contest  should  be  dismissed. 
Giltner  appealed  from  this  ruling,  whereupon  by  decision  dated  July  3, 
1890,  you  affirmed  the  ruling  below.  On  July  31, 1890,  Giltner  ffled  a 
motion  to  review  said  decision. 

On  October  13, 1890,  you  denied  this  motion,  whereupon  Giltner  filed 
the  pending  appeal. 

It  appears  that  for  a  consideration  of  $900  Hole  bought  Hues- 
tis's  improvements  on  the  land;  that  February  27, 1889,  Huestis  de- 
livered to  him  his  said  relinquishment;  that  Giltner^  hearing  of  said 
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traDsactiony  started  same  day  overland  to  tlie  local  office  to  contest 
the  Haestis  entry;  that  the  following  day  Hole  proceeded  by  rail 
to  the  local  office  to  present  said  relinquishment  and  make  applica- 
tion to  enter  the  land;  that  Giltner  anived  in  MeCook  about  11  p.  m., 
February  28^  and  Hole  about  4  a*  m.,  March  1, 1889;  that  both  parties 
were  at  the  local  office  at  9  a.  m.,  March  1,1889,  when  it  was  opened  for 
business  and  that  they  entered  the  office  together.  Oiltner  then  pre* 
Bented  his  contest  affidavit,  alleging  the  Huestis  entry  to  be  specula- 
tive, to  a  clerk  who  endorsed  it  <^  filed  at  9  a.  m.,  sharp,  March  1, 1889." 

In  the  meantime  Hole  inquired  of  another  clerk  for  the  tract  book 
and  after  examining  it,  presented  with  Huestis'  relinquishment  his  said 
homestead  application. 

Holers  application  was  then  received  and  endorsed  ^^  filed  March  1, 
1889,  at  9  o'clock  and  4  minutes." 

Shortly  thereafter  the  receiver  declined  to  ratify  the  said  endorse- 
ments, finding  that  Giltner's  affidavit  and  Holers  application  were  pre- 
sented simultaneously.  Giltner's  affidavit  was  accordingly  endorsed: 
^'Affidavit  of  contest  and  fkppUcation  rejected  for  the  reason  that  Henrie 

■ 

P.  Hole  made  homestead  application  with  relinquishment  and  was  in 
the  office  at  the  same  time  being  the  first  party  to  look  up  said  claim 
on  the  plat  record  both  being  filed  at  or  about  the  same  time." 

The  local  officers  and  yourself  both  find  that  Oiltner's  affidavit  was 
filed  a  few  minutes  before  Hole's  application,  but  concur  in  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  rights  of  Hole  are  the  better.  This  conclusion  is  reached 
upon  the  theory  that  Oiltner's  contest  was  initiated  with  knowledge  of 
Hole's  purchase  of  Huestis'  improvements  and  that  the  latter's  relin- 
quishment was  not  induced  by  said  contest. 

It  is  urged  on  appeal  that  Oiltner's  contest  affidavit  being  presented 
before  Hole's  application,  the  latter's  rights  are  inferior.  It  is  true  that 
A  contestant's  rights  attach  with  the  filing  of  his  affidavit  and  are  prior 
to  those  of  a  subsequent  applicant  who  presents  a  relinquishment. 
Webb  V.  Loughrey  et  al.  (10  L.  D.,  302).  But  it  is  also  true  that  the 
filing  of  a  relinquishment  accompanied  by  a  pre-emption,  declaratory 
statement  defeats  a  simultaneous  application  to  contest  the  entry  thus 
vacated.    Lee  v.  Ooodmanson  (4  L.  D.,  363). 

Oiltner's  contest  affidavit  was,  it  appears,  handed  over  the  counter 
at  the  local  office  a  few  moments  before  Hole's  application.  But  this 
was  done  while  the  latter  was  examining  the  tract  books  to  ascertain 
the  status  of  the  land.  Such  examination  'being  manifestly  a  proper 
preliminary  to  Hole's  application  and  being  immediately  followed  by 
the  same,  constituted  the  initial  act  in  making  it.  Consequently  his 
nghts  as  applicant  began  with  his  inspection  of  the  tract  book. 

Holers  application  with  Huestis'  relinquishment  may  thus  be  consid- 
ered as  simultaneous  with  Oiltner's  application  to  contest.    Under  the 
doctrine  announced  in  the  case  of  .Lee  v.  Ooodmanson,  supra^  the  Hues- 
tis entry,  by  reason  of  said  relinquishment  (section  1,  act  May  14, 1 880, 
14561— VOL  14 10 
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'21  Stat./ 140),  "expired  simnltaneousry'^  with  the  filing  of  Giltnet% 
•affidavit  which,  consequently,  "  found  no  entry  to  <^ontest.''    It  follows, 
X  think,  that  Giltner's  contest  has  been  properly  r^ected  for  conflict 
•  with  Hole's  application  to  enter. 
Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


OKLAHOMA  LA}n>S-HOM]BfimBAI>-TOWKSITB. 

Davis  v.  Foreman. 

An  application  of  a  homoBteader  to  pnTohase,  for  townBite  pnrpoees,  under  wctifln 
22,  act  of  May  2, 1890,  lands  embraced  within  his  homestead  entry,  can  not  be 
allowed  except  on  due  showing  that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  perfect  entry 
nnder  the  homestead  law,  and  tiiis  question  must  be  determined  without  reier* 
ence  to  the  fact  that  the  land  is  occupied  and  required  for  townsite  purposes. 

A  homesteader  who  has  voluntarily  ceased  to  exercise  control  over  the  greatar  part 
of  his  land^  and  entered  into  a  lease  of  such  part,  to  a  townsite  company,  by  the 
terms  of  which  he  agrees  to  convey  title  to  such  part  of  the  land,  when  his 
claim  thereto  is  perfected,  is  disqualified  to  perfect  title  as  a  homesteader,  and 
hence  can  not  purchase  under  section  22  of  said  act. 

Seoretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Qffloej  JPebmary 

6y  1892. 

On  April  23, 1889,  John  A.  Foreman  filed  soldiers'  declaratory  state- 
ment at  the  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma,  land  office,  for  the  NW.  ^  of  Sec.  9, 
T.  12,  B.  7,  and  on  the  lith  day  of  May,  1889,  he  made  homestead 
entry  for  the  same.  On  August  9, 1890,  he  made  application  to  pnr* 
chase  said  tract  under  the  second  proviso  to  section  22  of  the  act  of 

.  May  2, 1890,  26  Stat.,  81,  alleging  that  said  land  was  occupied  for  town- 
site  purposes,  and  he  filed  plats  of  said  land  as  a  part  of  the  townsite 
of  El  Reno,  which  plats  was  approved  by  me. 

On  December  16, 1890,  he  submitted  final  proof  in  support  of  said 
application.    At  the  hearing,  Anson  A.  Davis  appeared  as  a  protestant, 

.  and  cross  examined  the  claimant  and  his  witnesses,  and  afterwardB, 
viz.,  on  December  17, 1890,  filed  a  duly  corroborated  affidavit  of  con- 
test as  provided  by  section  seven  of  the  circular  of  instructions  under 

.  the  proviso  above  mentioned  (11  L.  D.,  68). 

In  this  affidavit  Davis  charges  on  information  and  belief  that  said 
homestead  entry  was  illegal  and  void,  for  the  following  reasons: 

First,  That  said  entryman,  John  A.  Foreman,  did  enter  upon  and  oeonpy  a  portioii 

of  the  lands  open  to  settlement  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2|  1889,  by  ths 

President's  proclamation  of  March  23,  1889,  prior  to  the  hour  of  12  o'clock  noon,  of 

the  22d  day  of  April,  1889,  and  subsequent  to  the  date  of  said  act,  and  oontrary  to 

,it8  provisions; 

Second,  That  said  entry  was  not  made  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  said  For^ 
man,  nor  was  it  made  for  the  purposes  of  cultivation  and  other  agricultural  opeta^ 
tions,  but  was  made  with  the  view  and  purpose  of  locating  and  establishing  a  town 
upon  said  tract,  and  with  a  view  and  purpose  of  speculating  in  the  sale  of  portions 
of  said  tract  for  townsite  purposes,  and  said  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  of  oUier 
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persons  eompotii^g  or  sabseqnentlj  compoelng^  a  tdwnsite  ooxnpany  or  orgaDiEation, 
known  as  the  Oklahoma  Townsite  and  Land  Company,  or  some  similar  designation; 

Third|  That  said  entry  was  made  and  procured  through  frand,  in  liiat,  to  wit, 
that  said  entryman,  and  the  individaals  composing  or  snbseqnently  composing  said 
company,  did  confederate  and  conspire  to  prooore  title  to  said  tract  as  a  townsite 
by  and  through  said  John  A.  Foreman  in  the  interest  of  said  townsite  company,  and 
for  the  porpose  of  dealing  and  speculating  in  portions  of  said  tract  as  town  lots, 
for  the  benefit  of  said  townsite  organization,  and  the  indiyiduals  composing  tiia 
same. 

That  in  pursuance  of  such  unlawful  collusion,  said  John  A.  Foreman  and  said 
townsite  organization,  did  at  or  about  the  date  of  said  homestead  entry  proceed  to 
Uy  oiF  a  large  portion  of  said  tract  into  streets,  lots,  and  blocks,  and,  under  a  lease 
given  by  said  Foreman  to  said  townsite  company,  jtroceeded  to  sell  interests  in  lots 
nx>on  said  tract  and  to  deal  and  speculate  in  such  interests,  which  said  dealings  and 
speculations  haYe  continued  to  date.  Affiant  further  saith  that  this  proceeding  is  not 
initiated  with  a  purpose  of  harassing  the  claimant  and  extorting  money  firom  him 
nnder  a  compromise,  but  is  made  and  prosecuted  in  good  faith  with  the  object  of 
securing  the  cancellation  of  such  firandulent  entry  and  to  prosecute  to  final  determi- 
nation. 

This  affidavit  is  corroborated  by  William  T.  Darlington,  ^o  swears 
that  he  is  well  acquainted  with  John  A.  Foreman  and  the  tract  of  land 
mentioned  in  the  foregoing  affidavit  of  Anson  A.  Davis.  <<  That  he  has 
read  the  foregoing  affidavit  of  Anson  A.  Davis  and  that  he  knows  of 
his  personal  observation  thiat  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  first  and 
second  allegations  therein  are  tme,  and  that  from  common  report  and 
from  personal  observation  of  what  has  transpired  upon  the  tract  in  con- 
troversy since  the  23d  day  of  April,  1889,  he  verily  believes  the  matters 
set  up  in  the  third  allegation  are  true.  That  he  knows  of  his  personal 
observation  of  the  dealing  in  lots  of  said  townsite  company  upon  this 
tract  during  a  period  firom  about  the  middle  of  May,  1889,  to  date." 

The  final  proof  of  Foreman,  and  the  contest  of  Davis  were  submitted 
by  the  local  officers  for  your  consideration  as  required  by  the  instruc- 
tions.   In  their  letter  of  transmittal  the  local  officers  say: 

The  proof  certainly  shows  a  condition  of  affairs  which  is,  to  say  the  least,  very 
qnestionahle  on  the  part  of  Foreman,  and  that  he  was  in  the  territory  prior  to  April 
22, 18S9,  withont  right  seems  clear.  It  seems  to  ns  that  the  eyidence  taken  on  final 
proof  is  sufficient  of  itself  to  warrant  yon  in  cancelling  said  entry,  yet  another  fact 
is  apparent  to  this  offioe,  i.  e.,  that  the  townsite  occnpants  are  aU  wiJling  and  anxious 
for  the  proof  to  he  approved  and  that  Foreman  be  allowed  to  make  said  entry  and 
the  opposition  comes  from  parties  mot  interested  in  the  townsite  occupants  or  settlers. 

Davis  has  a  homestead  filing  and  is  living  near  a  rival  town,  whUe  the  others  have 
had  trouble  with  Foreman. 

In  your  decision  rendered  May  19, 1891,  you  state  that  the  affidavit 
i)f  Davis  would  be  sufficient  to  justify  the  ordering  of  a  hearing  ^^  were 
saffident  evidence  not  already  before  me  upon  which  to  determine  this 

case." 

Ton  fomid  that  Foreman  had  not  entered  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma 
in  violation  of  the  law,  nor  the  President's  proclamation  thereunder, 
that  he  had  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law,  and 
was  entitled  to  make  payment  for  the  land  and  to  receive  final  certifl- 
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«ate  therefor,  and  in  accordance  with  your  decision  final  certificate  ws 
issued  to  him  nine  days  thereafter,  viz.,  on  May  28, 1891. 

Your  decision  was  based  entirely  upon  the  evidence  of  Foreman  and 
his  witne^sses,  none  having  been  submitted  in  opposition  to  his  clainL 

You  denied  the  right  of  appeal,  and  upon  Davis'  application  to  this 
Department,  the  entire  record  in  the  case  has  been  transmitted  for  my 
consideration. 

JSx  parte  statements  and  affidavits  containing  charges  and  counter 
charges  of  bad  faith,  etc.,  should  not  be  allowed  to  operate  to  the  prej- 
udice of  the  legal  right  of  an  applicant  before  the  Land  Department 
The  question  to  be  determined  therefore  is,  should  the  hearing  be  or- 
dered, or  should  the  entry  be  canceled  upon  the  showing  made  by  the 
claimant  Foreman  himself 

The  law  under  which  he  applies  to  make  entry  provides — 

that  in  case  any  lands  in  said  Territory  of  Oklahoma  which  may  be  oconpied  and 
filed  upon  as  a  homestead,  under  the  proyisions  of  the  law  applicable  to  said  terri- 
tory, by  a  person  who  is  entitled  to  perfect  hia  title  thereto  under  each  laws,  are  re- 
quired for  townsite  purposes,  etc. 

The  qualifications  of  an  applicant  are  thus  clearly  defined;  he  must 
have  been  one  who  had  made  homestead  entryfor  the  tract  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law  to  applied  to  the  Territory  <tf 
Oklahoma — ^not  only  must  he  have  been  qualified  as  to  age,  citizenship^ 
etc.,  but  he  must  have  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  proclama- 
tion of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  in  the  matter  of  not  enter- 
ing within  the  limits  of  said  Territory  until  after  12  o'clock  noon,  on 
April  22, 1889. 

Eliminating  the  first  clause  in  the  words  describing  the  qualiflcations 
of  an  applicant,  the  law  will  read, 

that  in  case  any  lands  in  said  territory  of  Oklahoma,  which  may  be  occapied  and 
filed  upon  as  a  homestead  by  a  person  who  is  entitled  to  perfect  hia  title  theiete 
nnder  such  laws,  are  required  for  townsite  purposes,  etc. 

Admitting  that  Foreman  made  a  legal  entry,  the  question  that  re- 
mains to  be  determined  is  this :  is  he  entitled  to  perfect  title  to  the  land 
embraced  in  said  entry,  under  the  homestead  lawst  and  this  question 
must  be  determined  without  any  reference  to  the  &ct  that  the  land  is 
occupied  and  required  for  townsite  purposes. 

The  principal  evidence  submitted  by  Foreman  in  support  of  his  appH- 
cation  was  given  by  himself,  and  firom  this  evidence  I  quote,  as  fol- 
lows: 

Q.  112.  What  was  the  first  building  or  structure  placed  on  the  tract  of  land  in  coo* 
troversyt 
▲.  A  boarding  house. 
Q.  113.  When  was  it  builtt 

▲.  I  do  not  know.    It  was  built  in  my  absence  and  without  my  knowledge. 
Q.  114.  When  did  you  learn  of  its  presence  there  first  t 
A.  On  the  17th  day  of  May,  1889. 

Q.  115.  When  did  you  last  visit  the  tract  in  controyersy  prior  to  that  day! 
A.  I  left  on  the  14th  for  the  south. 
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Q.  116.  Was  that  building  constructed  there  during  the  three  days  that  intervened 
between  the  14th  and  17th  t 

A.  It  most  have  been  the  ISth  Instead  of  the  14th  that  I  left.    On  the  ISth  I  left  in 
charge  of  my  claim  in  my  tent  Mr.  Isaac  Qalonick  and  lir.  Barwise,  to  remain  and 
take  care  of  matters  until  my  return,  giving  them  special  instructions  to  prevent 
any  parties  from  coming  on  the  place;  as  an  attempt  had  been  made  about  the  12th 
by  four  wagons  loaded  with  men  and  effects  coming  onto  the  place,  and  informin/i^ 
me  they  intended  to  start  a  townsite:  I  gave  them  to  understand  that  I  would  not 
permit  it,  as  long  as  I  could  hold  my  homestead  filing.    I  do  not  know  who  they 
were,  but  they  took  the  advice  and  left.    There  had  another  party  attempted  to  es- 
tablish a  townsite  on  the  flats  on  the  lowlands  or  the  valley.    They  also  were  de- 
feated by  the  holder  of  that  claim.    This  caused  the  instruction  to  the  aforenamed 
parties  to  prevent  any  settlement  on  or  jumping  of  my  claim.    I  instructed  them 
that  if  any  effort  was  made  to  call  upon  the  military.    During  my  absence  the 
parties  came  and  moved  on  and  defied  my  men  to  put  them  off;  the  military  was  in- 
voked; they  refused  to  act  without  the  orders  of  a  U.  S.  marshal;  the  marshal  was 
invoked,  came  to  the  ground  and  after  a  consultation  with  the  intruders  withdrew 
without  calling  on  the  military  to  help  him.    Upon  my  return  from  the  south  to  the 
South  Canadian  I  was  informed  that  I  had  a  town  on  my  place.    I  asked  who  the 
parties  were;  they  could  not  name  them.    Next  morning  I  went  directly  to  Fort 
Beno  to  find  out  what  had  been  done  and  who  they  were.    I  there  found  out  that 
there  was  a  company  and  that  the  military  could  not  act  without  the  orders  of  a  U» 
6.  marshal.    I  then  went  out  to  the  homestead ;  I  found  a  group  of  men  actively  en- 
gaged in  sarveying  and  laying  off  a  town.    I  found  a  number  of  tents,  a  boarding 
tent  with  lumber  for  a  floor  for  a  boarding  house.    They  had  stopped  my  plow, 
which  I  had  contracted  plowing  for  ten  acres  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  claim. 
After  waiting  a  few  hours  at  my  own  tent  to  gain  full  information  of  all  that  had 
transpired  and  the  names  of  the  parties,  I  sent  word  to  the  man  that  had  the  con- 
tract for  plowing  to  complete  his  contract  of  ten  acres.    I  then  went  over  to  the  tent 
representing  headquarters.    I  there  met  one  Dr.  Bogers  who  stated  they  wanted  to 
start  a  town.    I  told  him  that  they  did  not  want  to  start  but  that  they  had  already  done 
ft.    A  proposition  to  lease  was  made.    I  refused  to  accept.    I  asked  them  to  vacate. 
Be  commenced  to  argue  the  question  with  me :  that  he  represented  a  large  capital, 
and  that  he  had  already  given  the  marshal  $75,  to  leave  the  claim,  and  leave  him  in 
possession.    He  further  stated  that  if  I  would  not  agree  to  lease  that  he  would  fur- 
nish the  money  to  Dr.  Westfall  to  contest  me  and  he  would  lease  it.    I  then  sent  to 
the  Fort  to  see  Mr.  Evans,  post  sutler.    Having  confidence  in  him  to  obtain  advice; 
he  advised  me  to  lease  a  portion  of  my  homestead  to  the  parties  as  the  place  was  full 
■of  lot  jumpers  and  by  that  means  the  party  might  organize  a  town  government  to 
keep  peace.    I  accordingly  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  agreed  with  them  upon  a  lease. 

Q.  117.  Have  you  a  copy  of  that  lease  in  you  possession  or  under  your  controlt 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  118.  What  were  the  terms  of  the  lease  t  as  to  payments  and  as  to  the  time  for 
which  it  was  given  f 

A.  $1.00  per  annum  till  the  title  would  be  made  to  the  holders. 

Q.  119.  Then  the  lease  contemplated  the  passing  of  title  from  you  to  the  lot  own* 
erst 

A.  The  lot  owners  would  look  to  me  after  perfecting  my  title  for  theirs. 
Q.  120.  What  portion  of  the  tract  did  you  lease  to  this  town  company  t 
A.  Three  forties,  retaining  one  forty  for  ciQtivation. 

Q.  121.  Did  you  turn  over  the  control  of  these  three  forties  to  the  townsite  com- 
panyf 

A.  Conditional  that  they  put  up  a  school  house  and  maintain  a  school;  put  np  • 
hotel  platted  the  groundd,  paid  all  expenses. 
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Q.  122,  Did  this  company  take  possession  of  the  lots  firom  these  throe  partias  and 
assume  to  sell  interest  or  issue  leases  upon  them. 

A.  The  company  assumed  their  rights  under  the  lease  to  release. 

Q.  123.  For  what  length  of  time  did  the  leases  from  the  company  mnt 

A.  No  specified  time. 

Q.  124.  Did  not  some  or  most  of  them  run  for  ninety-nine  years  t 

A.  I  know  of  none. 

Q.  125.  Did  not  these  leases  contain  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  townaite  com- 
pany to  convey  title  f 

A.  The  titles  were  to  he  conyeyed  as  soon  as  I  got  them. 

Q.  126.  You  agreed  upon  receiving  title  to  transfer  title  to  the  townaite  oompany 
did  you  not  f 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  127.  To  whom  did  you  agree  to  transfer  title  t 

A.  To  the  lot  owners. 

Q.  128.  Did  not  the  townsite  company  in  their  leaaea  agree  to  transfer  title  to  ths 
lot  holders  under  those  leases  f 

A.  The  custom  by  the  property  holders  invariably  was  to  come  and  see  me  snd 
ascertain  what  I  would  do  in  the  case  and  at  the  time  that  I  reoeived  my  title,  ind 
protect  their  interest. 

Q.  129.  Will  you  answer  the  question  t 

A.  In  pursuance  to  their  lease  they  had  no  right  to  make  a  title  without  me. 

Q.  130.  Is  there  in  the  lease  from  you  to  the  townsite  company  or  from  or  in  Uis 
leases  from  the  townsite  company  to  the  lot  holders  any  clauses  whioh  would  give 
the  lot  holders  recourse  on  you  in  event  of  your  not  transferring  title  under  the  cov- 
enants in  your  lease  f 

A.  I  don't  know  that  I  ever  read  any  of  those  leases;  I  paid  little  attention  to  it, 
holding  the  i>ower  in  the  final  settlement  to  see  justioe  was  done. 

Q.  131.  If  a  settler  who  was  not  a  member  of  the  townsite  company  wanted  to  le- 
cure  lots  in  the  townsite  on  this  tract  how  would  he  proceed  to  secure  the  lotsf 

(Objected  to  as  incompetent  and  immaterial.    Objection  sustained.) 

Q.  132.  Did  this  townsite  company  after  receiving  your  lease  and  taking  poflecewna 
of  the  three  forties  proceed  to  sell  or  lease  interests  in  lots  thereout 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  133.  State  what  they  did! 

A.  Thoy  platted  the  ground. 

Q.134.  What  next! 

A.  When  the  plat  was  duly  prepared  they  commenced  to  sub-leaae. 

Q.  135.  Did  they  not  have  an  auction  sale  or  auction  sales  in  interest  in  lotsf 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  136.  Did  they  have  auction  sales  of  anything  with  reference  to  the  lands  yoa 
leased  them  f 

A.  No,  sir.  There  was  an  attempt  made  by  a  party  before  it  was  platted  and  I 
forbid  it. 

Q.  137.  Did  they  not  about  the  21st  day  of  May,  18S9,  proceed  to  sub-lease,  for  s 
consideration  or  cousideratious  interests  in  these  three  fortiest 

A.  Plats  were  not  completed  till  about  May  26,  or  27th,  1889.  At  that  time  I  was 
away  after  ray  family, 

Q.  138.  Will  you  answer  the  question  t 

A.  I  think  it  was  the  27th  not  the  21st. 

Q.  139.  Was  not  this  system  of  sub-leasing  in  effect  a  sale  of  the  possessory  right 
of  lotsf 

(Objected  to  as  calling  for  a  conclusion  from  the  witness.    Objection  sustained.) 

Q.  140.  Was  the  possession  of  lots  transferred  from  the  company  to  the  lot  holders 
by  this  system  of  leases  or  sub-leuscsf 

A.  By  sub-lease. 
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Q.  141.  How  many  lots  were  sub-leaaed  or  farmed  out  to  the  Bock  Island  Bail- 
Toadt 

(Objected  to  as  inoono^etent  and  improper  and  ImmateriaL    Question  withdrawn.) 

Q.  142.  How  many  lots  were  sub-leased  or  ^eumed  out  to  the  indiyidualB  compris- 
ing the  townsite  company? 

A.  I  know  of  none. 

Q.  143.  How  many  lots  were  set  apart  to  you  by  the  townsite  company? 

A.  I  took  thirty  lots. 

Q.  144.  When  did  you  take  those  thirty  lotst 

A.  I  designated  those  lots  as  a  reserre  on  about  the  27th  day  of  May,  1889. 

Q.  145.  Has  not  yourself  or  your  wife  signed  leasee  or  sub-leases  on  some  of  those 
thirty  lots  reseTved  by  yout 

A.  I  have  not.    My  wife  has,  but  not  my  lots. 

Q.  146.  Then  it  is  a  fact  it  is,  that  within  six  or  seven  days  from  the  date  of  your 
homestead  entry,  you  transferred  for  townsite  purposes  three-fourths  of  the  land 
embraced  therein  to  a  townsite  company  f 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.147.  When  did  you  state  that  lease  was  made! 

A.  On  the  19th  day  of  May. 

Q.  148.  What  was  the  date  of  your  homestead  entry  f 

A.  April  23,  1889,  was  the  first  one. 

Q.  149.  What  is  the  date  of  homestead  entry  No.  939,  in  your  namef 

A.  May  11,  1889. 

Q.  150.  I  will  ask  you  again.  Then  it  Is  a  fact  that  within  eight  days  from  the  date 
of  your  homestead  entry,  you  transferred  the  control  of  three-fourths  of  the  land 
embraced  in  that  entry  to  a  townsite  company  f 

A.  I  was  forced  to  agree  upon  a  lease. 

Q.  151.  What  kind  of  fbrce  was  used  to  compel  you  to  sign  that  lease f 

A.  A  crowd  of  lot  jumpers. 

Q.  152.  What  kind  offeree  did  the  crowd  of  lot  Jumpers  uset 

A.  They  were  on  the  land  and  tried  to  get  possession  of  it. 

Q.  153.  Wlien  did  you  first  find  this  crowd  of  lot  jumpers  on  the  land! 

A.  The  18th  of  May. 

Q.  154.  On  what  day  did  yon  sign  the  lease  t 

A.  On  the  19th  we  agreed  upon  a  lease. 

Q.  155.  The  control  of  the  three  forties  leased  by  you  has  been  in  the  townsite 
company  since  the  date  of  the  lease  has  itt 

A.  In  pursuance  to  the  agreement  of  the  lease. 

These  statements  clearly  show  that  immediately  after  making  his 
entry,  and  a  year  before  any  legislation  was  enacted  looking  to  the  per- 
fecting of  title  to  lands  entered  as  homesteads,  bnt  occupied  for  townsite 
purposes.  Foreman  had  volontarily  relinquished  control  of  the  greater 
portion  of  the  land  entered  by  him;  that  he  had  voluntarily  ceased  to 
occupy  the  tract  for  homestead  purposes,  or  for  the  purposes  contem- 
plated by  the  law  under  which  he  was  claiming.    Foreman  attempts  to 
convey  the  impression  that  the  occupation  of  this  land  by  the  townsite 
^mpany  was  in  opposition  to  his  will  and  against  his  wishes.    The  evi- 
dence before  me  is  neither  satisfactory  nor  convincing  on  this  point. 
He  states  that  on  May  12,  a  party  attempted  to  make  townsite  settle- 
iBent  on  the  land  but  desisted  at  his  request,  still  notwithstanding 
this  clear  intimation  that  people  were  contemplating  a  townsite  settle- 
ment in  that  vicinity,  he,  two  days  later,  left  the  land,  as  he  states,  in 
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charge  of  two  men,  and  was  absent  four  days,  during  wluch  time  a 
company^  composed  in  part  at  least,  of  his  firiends,  whom  he  states  he 
had  'known  for  years'  and  in  whom  ^'he  had  implicit  confidence"  took 
I)ossession  of  the  tract  for  town-site  purposes.  If  he  was  earnestly  op- 
X>osed  to  the  townsite  settlement  it  is  difficult  to  explain  his  action  in 
the  premises  in  accordance  with  that  theory,  but,  however  this  may  be, 
it  is  clear  that  he  immediately  after  his  return  to  the  tract,  voluntarily 
entered  into  a  lease  of  the  premises  to  the  townsite  company,  and  by  the 
terms  of  this  lease  he  parted  with  all  control  of  that  portion  of  his  claim, 
agreeing  to  transfer  complete  title  when  title  was  perfected  in  him. 
The  company  to  whom  he  had  leased  and  transferred  these  lands,  in 
turn  leased  and  transferred  them  to  other  parties,  and  aQ  this  wasdcme 
without  the  shadow  of  law  upon  which  to  base  such  action. 

The  homestead  law  expressly  provides  that  before  a  patent  shall  issue 
for  land  embraced  in  a  homestead  entry,  a  claimant  shall  make  affidavit 
that  no  part  of  said  land  has  been  alienated,  except  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 2288,  Eevised  Statutes.  Foreman  had  so  disqualified  himself  tliat 
he  could  not  truthfully  make  such  an  affidavit,  hence  he  was  not  entitled 
to  perfect  title  under  the  homestead  laws. 

It  is  contended  that  Foreman  had  not  alienated  the  land  thus  leased, 
but  I  do  not  so  read  the  homestead  law.  It  is  merely  repeating  a  tru- 
ism, to  say  that  the  homestead  law  was  enacted  for  the  benefit  of  those 
seeking  homes  upon  the  public  domain;  the  theory  of  the  law  is,  tiiat 
the  land  thus  entered  is  to  be  used  and  retained  as  a  home,  as  a  place 
of  abode  for  the  entryman  and  his  family,  hence  said  home,  said  abode 
can  not  in  any  event  become  liable  to  the  satis&ction  of  any  debt  codp 
tracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent  therefor. 

In  that  provision  of  the  law  which  requires  a  claimant  to  make  affi- 
davit that  no  part  of  the  land  has  been  alienated,  it  must  be  assumed 
that  the  word  'Valienated  "  was  used  in  its  ordinary  acceptation,  and  that 
the  intention  of  Congress  was  to  prevent  the  transfer  of  possession  of 
the  lands  embraced  in  the  entry,  to  another  party,  the  lands  were  to  be 
retained  in  the  possession  of  the  entryman  for  his  home  and  for  the  saji* 
port  of  himself  and  family.  This  view  is  clearly  sustained  by  tne  pro- 
visions of  section  2288,  Revised  Statutes;  which  permits  an  entryman 
to  transfer,  by  warranty  against  his  own  acts,  any  portion  of  his  home- 
stead for  church,  cemetery  or  school  purposes,  and  for  the  right  of  way 
of  railroads  across  such  homestead  and  such  transfer  shall  in  no  way 
vitiate  the  right  to  complete  and  perfect  title  to  his  homestead.  In 
these  cases  the  entryman  has  not  transferred  a  portion  of  the  land  em* 
braced  in  his  homestead,  because  the  fee  is  not  in  him  and  may  never 
be,  he  has  simx)ly  transferred  his  right  of  possession  to  that  portion  of 
his  entry  both  while  the  title  remains  in  the  government  and  after  it 
has  passed  to  him;  but  the  law  provides  that  his  right  of  transfer  or 
alienation  of  possession  of  a  portion  of  his  claim  shall  cease  at  Qiift 
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point,  and  if  he  attempts  any  ftiTtheT  transfer  or  alienation,  he  shall  be 
prohibited  from  completing  title  to  the  land  embraced  in  his  entry. 

In  Tiew  of  the  statements  made  by  Foreman,  I  do  not  think  it  wUl  be 
serionsly  contended  that  he  did  not  transfer  the  three  forties  or  one 
hundred  and  twenty  acres  embraced  in  his  entry,  and  the  possession  of 
tbe  same,  to  the  townsite  company. 

The  company  had  absolute  control  of  the  land,  it  disposed  of  lots,  and 
valoahle  improvements  were  placed  upon  the  same  by  the  purchasers, 
and  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  this  was  done  on  any  other 
theory  than  the  one  that  Foreman  had  parted  with  his  interest  in  said 
land  or  lots.  The  contention  of  Foreman,  carried  to  its  logical  conclu- 
sion, would  result  in  this,  that  a  homestead  claimant,  immediately  after 
the  entry,  may  transfer  possession  and  relinquish  to  another,  all  the 
land  embraced  in  his  entry  with  a  covenant  to  transfer  absolute  title 
as  soon  as  title  is  i>erfected  in  him,  and  then  having  been  permitted  by 
his  grantee,  to  reside  on  the  land  for  the  required  time,  he  may  perfect 
title  upon  the  theory  that  there  has  been  no  alienation  of  the  land  as 
contemplated  by  Jaw,  as  he  had  no  ownership  to  transfer  or  alienate. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  such  a  construction  would  be  contrary  to, 
and  utterly  subversive  of,  all  the  principles  of  the  homestead  law  and 
can  not  be  entertained. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  in  my  opinion,  as  to  the  illegality  of  the  action 
of  Foreman,  and  that  he  considered  the  same  illegal.  I  find  in  the 
Congressional  Becord,  dated  January  23, 1890,  page  740,  a  record  of 
the  following  proceedings : 

Mr.  Perkins.  I  desire  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  tbe  committee  a  statement  wbiob 
I  have  received  from  tbe  city  of  £1  Reno.  I  ask  it  to  be  read  to  the  committee,  and 
if  there  is  no  objection  I  will  move  that  the  town  of  £1  Beno  be  excluded  firom  the 
provisions  of  this  bilL  I  ask  tbe  statement  be  read  so  the  committee  may  be  ad- 
vised. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows :    ' 

In  replying  to  a  document  signed  by  J.  A.  MacDonald  and  others,  We  the  under- 
signed officials,  citizens  and  homesteaders  of  £1  Reno,  most  respectfully  submit  to 
your  honorable  body  the  following  statement  of  facts : 

The  Oklahoma  Homestead  and  Town  Company  having  leased  from  three  home- 
steaders three  80-acre  tracts  of  land  at  a  rental  of  $1.00  per  acre  annually  in  advance, 
and  having  laid  said  land  off  for  a  town  site,  in  lots  and  blocks,  and  having  sub- 
leased the  same  for  a  consideration  in  hand  paid  and  a  balance  to  be  paid  when  a 
perfect  title  can  be  made,  and  there  being  the  most  perfect  understanding  and  abso- 
lute satisfaction  between  the  holders  of  the  leased  lots,  the  Oklahoma  Homestead 
and  Town  Company,  and  the  homesteaders  who  have  leased  the  aforesaid  company 
their  lands,  and  the  Oklahoma  Homestead  and  Town  Company  having  erected  and 
maintained  a  first-class  hotel,  built  store  buildings,  office  buildings,  and  school 
buildings,  made  roads  in  and  around  the  town,  built  bridges  and  culverts,  sunk  and 
«qaipped  public  wells,  and  subsidized  stage-lines  to  the  amount  of  thousands  of  dol- 
lars over  and  above  aU  moneys  received  from  the  lease  of  lots :  Now,  therefore,  we 
nepectfully  ask  that  our  contracts  and  agreements  between  all  parties  connected 
therewith  shall  be  legalized  that  they  may  be  fully  carried  out. 
A.  A.  Famham,  mayor,  Jas.  B.  Scales,  councilman. 
Alva  C.  Springs,  councilman;  J.  A.  Foreman,  homesteader; 
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Mr.  Perkins.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  acquainted  personally  with  any  of  thc«t 
gentlemen,  bnt  I  am  told  that  this  memorial  recites  the  situation  very  correctly. 
Now  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  right  for  this  committee  to  attempt  in  any  way  t« 
legalize  what  these  gentlemen  have  done.  Bnt  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  snbmit 
an  amendment  which  will  provide  that  this  bill  shall  not  apply  to  the  town  of  £} 
Beno,  in  Oklahoma. 

In  my  opinion  Foreman  is  clearly  disqualified  by  the  plain  provisioiu 
of  the  statute  firom  making  an  entry  under  the  second  proviso  of  sec- 
tion 22  of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  such  being  the  case  it  is  not  necessary 
to  discuss  the  character  of  the  cash  entry  made,  as  the  law  clearly  indi- 
cates who  can,  and  who  can  not,  make  the  same. 

Keither  is  it  necessary  to  discuss  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  occupancy  of  land  embraced  in  a  homestead  entry  by  townaite  set- 
tlers, would  prevent  the  perfecting  of  title  under  the  homestead  law,  to 
said  land. 

The  case  before  me  must  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  law 
as  I  find  it.  Your  decision  is  reversed,  and  the  homestead  and  cash 
entry  of  Foreman  must  be  canceled,  and  the  land  may  be  entered  «iider 
the  provisions  of  the  townsite  law,  applicable  to  the  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa. 


pbacncs-.beheabixg— appeaii-cebtiobabi. 

Bishop  v.  Wai^den. 

Bnle  79  of  practice  only  applies  in  cases  where  the  motion  for  review  or  rehearing 
is  filed  within  the  time  allowed  for  taking  an  appeal,  and  then  only  snspendi 
the  mnnlng  of  time  aUowed  for  appeal  nntU  the  motion  is  disposed  of  and  dne 
notice  is  given  of  the  decision  thereon. 

A  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  be  granted  where  the  right  of  appeal  is  lost  through  the 
failure  of  the  applicant  to  assert  the  same  within  the  period  prescribed  by  the 
rules  of  practice. 

■ 

Secretary  NoUe  to  the  Cammisaioner  of  iJ^e  CfenercU  Land  Office^  FdMru- 

ary  6^  1892. 

This  is  an  application  filed  by  Gus.  Walden,  for  an  order  under  Bules 
of  Practice  83  and  84,  requiring  you  to  certify  the  contest  proceedings 
and  the  record  in  the  case  of  0.  B.  Bishop  v,  Gus.  Walden,  involving 
the  Sfi.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  40  S.,  E.  2  B.,  Roseberg,  Oregon,  to  the  Depart;- 
ment  for  consideration. 

It  appears  that  Walden  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for 
the  tract  in  question  July  20,  alleging  settlement  thereon  July  13, 1888. 
On  November  14, 1888,  Bishop  made  application  to  purchase  the  8.  J  of 
the  SB.  J  and  the  NB,  \  of  the  SB.  J  of  said  section,  under  the  act  of 
Congress  of  June  3, 1878,  (20  Stat,  89). 

•  In  order  to  determine  the  ri^rhts  of  the  conflicting  claimants  a  hear- 
ing was  had  before  the  local  officers  at  which  both  parties  appeared  and 
submitted  their  testimony.    On  January  23, 1889,  the  local  officers  de- 
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cided  the  case  against  Walden  on  the  ground  that  he  had  taken  the 
tract  for  the  purpose  of  business  and  trade  and  not  in  good  faith  as  a 
pre-emption.  STotice  of  their  decision  was  served  on  Walden  January 
26, 1889,  as  shown  by  registry  return  receipt.  On  the  7th  of  March^ 
1889,  Walden  filed  with  the  local  officers  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  before 
them  based  upon  alleged  newly  discovered  evidence.  This  motion  the 
local  officers  on  the  21st  of  May,  1889,  overruled,  for  the  reasons  that  by 
the  exercise  of  due  diligence  Walden  might  have  produced  said  evidence 
at  the  formei  hearing,  and  that  said  evidence  was  cumulative  in  char- 
acter. 

On  the  19th  day  of  June,  1889,  Walden  appealed  to  your  office  from 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers  of  January  23,  on  the  merits  of  the  case^ 
and  also  from  their  decision  of  May  21,  denying  his  motion  for  a  rehear- 
ing. ITpon  this  state  of  facts  you,  on  the  8th  of  September,  1891,  found 
that  inasmuch  as  the  appeal  of  Walden,  from  the  decision  of  the  loctf 
officers  of  January  23, 1889,  was  not  served  upon  Bishop  and  filed  until 
June  19, 1889,  more  than  thirty  days  after  the  same  wt^  rendered,  that 
said  appeal  was  hot  taken  in  time,  and  you  thereupon  considered  the 
case  under  rule  48,  and  as  between  these  parties  you  found  no  errors  in 
the  finding  of  &cts  and  conclusions  of  law  by  the  local  officers.  There* 
upon  you  denied  Walden  the  right  of  appeal.  This  application  for  cer- 
tiorari is  based  upon  your  action. 

It  is  claimed  in  the  affidavit  of  Walden,  that  in  less  than  thirty  days 
after  notice  of  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver,  he  filed  his  mo- 
Uon  for  a  rehearing  before  them,  and  he  claims  that  because  he  did 
this  ^<  his  appeal  should  not  have  been  disallowed  as  it  would  then  com- 
ply with  rule  79.'' 

Bule  79  is  as  follows :  '^  The  time  between  the  filing  of  a  motion  for 
rehearing  or  review  aud  the  notice  of  the  decision  upon  such  motion 
shall  be  excluded  in.  computing  the  time  allowed  for  appeal." 

The  record  shows  that  Walden  received  notice  of  the  local  officers' 
decision  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  on  the  26th  day  of  January,  1889 ; 
the  motion  for  rehearing  was  not  duly  served  and  filed  until  the  7th 
day  of  March,  1889, — ^forty  days  after  notice  of  the  decision  was  re- 
ceived by  him — a  decision  was  rendered  on  said  motion  May  21,  and 
Walden  did  not  serve  his  appeal  from  the  decision  of  January  23,  upon 
Bishop  imtil  June  19, 1889,  twenty-nine  days  after  the  decision  on  the 
motion  for  rehearing. 

Biule  79  only  applies  in  cases  where  the  motion  for  review  or  rehear- 
ing is  filed  within  the  time  allowed  for  taking  an  appeal,  and  then  only 
suspends  the  running  of  time  allowed  for  appeal  until  the  motion  is  dis- 
posed of  and  due  notice  is  given  of  the  decision  thereon. 

In  this  case  the  motion  for  rehearing  was  based  upon  the  allegation 
of  newly  discovered  evidence  and  therefore,  was  not  required  to  be  filed 
'within  the  thirty  days  under  Rule  77  of  practice,  but  it  was  filed  after 
the  time  for  appeal  had  expired  and  for  this  reason  said  rule  79  has  no 
application  to  the  case. 
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A  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  be  granted  where  the  right  of  appeal  is 
lost  through  the  failore  of  the  applicant  to  assert  the  same  within  the 
period  prescribed  by  the  mles  of  practice.  Thompson  v.  Shnltis  (12  L 
D.,  62). 

Fo  reason  is  shown  for  the  failure  of  Walden  to  appeal  his  case  in 
the  time  provided  by  the  mles,  his  right  to  be  heard  on  appeal  was  lost 
through  his  laches  and  in  such  a  case  the  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  be 
granted.    Frary  v.  Frary  et  aZ.,  13  L.  D.,  478. 

The  petition  is  therefore  denied. 


INDIAN  LANDS-ALLOTMENT— BIPABIAN  BIGHTS. 

Amanda  Hinbs. 

The  riparian  ownership  of  an  allottee,  whose  lands  are  adjacent  to  a  meandered  non- 
navigable  lake,  includes  the  lands  to  the  middle  of  said  lake. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indum  Affairij  February  8j  1892, 

I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  October  16, 
1891,  and  accompanying  letter  from  Mrs.  Amanda  0.  Hines,  a  member 
of  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  bands  of  Sioux  Indians  located  on  the 
Lake  Traverse  reservation  in  South  Dakota,  in  relation  to  selections  of 
lands  for  allotments  for  herself  and  children  which  surrounds  a  me- 
andered lake,  now  dry;  that  she  made  the  selections  supposing  theftct 
of  owning  the  land  around  the  lake  would  give  title  to  the  same  and 
if  not,  that  her  allotments  be  changed. 

In  response  thereto  I  transmit  herewith  copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  4th 
instant  of  the  Hon.  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  this  Department, 
in  which  I  concur,  to  the  effect  that  Mrs.  Hines  as  owner  of  the  con- 
tiguous lots,  would  be  entitied  to  the  lands  in  front  of  her  lots  to  the 
middle  of  said  lake. 

OPINION. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Shields  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ 

February  4,  ld9J2. 

It  appears  from  a  letter  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  ad- 
dressed to  you,  that  Mrs.  Amanda  Hines,  a  member  of  the  Sisseton 
and  Wahpeton  bands  of  Sioux  Indians,  located  on  the  Lake  Traverse 
reservation  in  South  Dakota,  has  selected,  as  allotments  for  herself 
and  children,  certain  lots  in,  or  fractional  parts  of,  section  11,  T.  121 K., 
E,  53  W.,  which  surround  a  meandered,  non-navigable  lake,  which  ia 
dry  during  the  greater  part  of  the  year.  In  a  letter  to  the  Gommia- 
sioner  of  Indian  Affairs  she  states  that  the  selections  were  made  under 
the  supposition  that  owning  the  lands  around  the  lake  would  entitle 
her  to  those  in  the  lake  bed;  but  that  she  has  since  been  informed 
that  her  right  in  that  respect  is  very  questionable. 
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The  Commissioner  requests  sach  a  decision  respecting  the  status  of 
the  lands  in  question  as  iirill  enable  him  to  inform  Mrs.  Hines  as  to  her 
rights  in  the  premises^  and  the  matter  has  been  referred  to  me  by  the 
First  Assistant  Secretary,  with  request  for  an  opinion  upon  the  ques- 
tions involved. 

As  I  understand  the  tauota  of  the  case,  Mrs.  Hines  has  simply  selected 
the  tracts  in  question  as  allotments  for  self  and  chUdren.  It  is  not 
said  that  the  selections  have  been  approved ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  is* 
to  be  inferred  from  certain  statements  made  that  their  approval  de- 
pends upon  the  decision  you  may  make  as  to  the  rights  Mrs.  Hinea 
may  acquire,  if  the  allotments  be  approved  and  the  lands  patented  to- 
her  and  children. 

It  is  therefore  obvious  that  at  present  the  paramount  titie  to  the^ 
lands  in  question  is  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the  inchoate  right 
of  Mrs.  Hines  to  have  them  aUoted  to  her. 

My  opinion  then  is  asked,  not  in  relation  to  an  actual,  existing  con- 
dition of  fEU^ts,  but  is  to  be  predicated  upon  the  contingency  of  the 
approval  of  the  selections  to  Mrs.  Hines,  and  the  subsequent  acquisi- 
tion of  a  legal  title  to  the  lands  under  the  allotment  act. 

It  is  the  practice  of  the  officers  of  the  Department  of  Justice  to  de- 
cline to  express  an  opinion  upon  a  supposed  case,  or  a  condition  of 
facts  which  may  or  may  not  arise.  But  in  view  of  the  dependent  char- 
acter of  the  party  most  interested  and  her  reliance  upon  the  supervi- 
sory x>ower,  with  which  you  are  clothed,  for  guidance  and  protection,  I 
think  the  rule  of  the  Department  of  Justice  may  be  relaxed  in  the  pres- 
ent instance,  so  as  to  give  an  opinion,  treating  Mrs.  Hines  and  her  chil- 
dren as  owners  of  the  lands  in  question  under  the  United  States  land 
laws. 

The  question  presented  has  been  before  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  more  than  once,  and  after  an  exhaustive  consideration  it 
has  been  determined  in  favor  of  the  riparian  owners.  See  cases  of  the 
SaSroad  Company  v.  Schurmeir  (7  Wallace  272,  287),  and  Hardin  v. 
Joidan  (140  U.  S.,  371, 381),  et  seq.  The  same  question  was  before  this 
Department  in  the  case  of  John  P.  Hoel  (13  L.  D.,  588),  where,  referring 
to  the  last  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  it  was  said: 

it  foUowB  from  said  decision,  that  non-navigable  inland  lakes  and  ponds,  where  the- 
pablic  Bnnrey  shows  the  saipe  meandered,  and  the  fact  appears  that  the  contiguous 
hmdB  or  lots  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  government,  that  the  lands  covered  by  such 
lakes  within  the  meandered  lines  does  not  belong  to  the  government,  but  to  the  ad- 
joining proprietors,  under  the  common  law  right  of  riparian  o wnersh  ip.  The  govern* 
menthas  no  Jurisdiction  over  such  lands,  and,  therefore,  no  power  to  dispose  of  them. 

In  view  of  these  decisions,  I  advise  that  Mrs.  Hines,  as  owner  of  the 
contiguous  lots,  would  be  entitled  to  the  lands  in  front  of  her  lots  to  the^^ 
nnddle  of  said  lake. 

Whilst  the  lands  in  question  are  now  within  the  State  of  South  Da- 
kota, they  are  also  within  an  Indian  reservation,  and  entirely  subject  to- 
the  disposition  of  the  United  States. 
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The  act  x>f  Febraary  22, 1889  (25  Stat,  675),  dividiDg  the  Territoiy 
•of  Dakota,  and  aathoming  the  people  thereoi  to  form  two  states  out  of 
the  same,  provides  that  as  a  condition  of  admission  into  the  Unioe, 
the  people  inhabiting  the  proposed  states  shall  agree  and  declare  that 
they  forever  disclaim  all  right  and  title  to  all  lands  lying  within  Oeir 
limits, — 

•oTmed  or  held  by  any  Indian  or  Indian  tribes;  and  that  nntil  the  title  thereto k» 
heen  extingnidied  by  the  United  States,  the  same  shall  be  and  remain  enbjeet  to  tin 
djtfiposition  of  the  United  States,  and  said  Indian  lands  shall  remain  nnder  the  ahao- 
Jute  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

This  provision  of  the  ectabling  act  is  incorporated  verbatim  in  Art 
XXII  of  the  Constitution  of  South  Dakota,  under  the  title  of  ^<  Com- 
pact with  the  United  States." 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  have  not  denned  it  essential  to  enter  upon 
a  discussion  as  to  whether  the  status  of  this  land  is  now,  or  may  hero- 
after  be  affects,  by  legislation  on  the  part  of  the  State  of  South  Dakota, 
in  relation  to  riparian  rights;  but  have  considered  tiie  question  only  in 
respect  to  the  acquisition  of  rights  by  Mrs.  Hines  ftom  the  United 
States. 


batlroad  gbant-lbgisiiatrvb  vtithdrawaxi. 
Southern  Pao.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Garter. 

Lands  embraced  within  the  legislatiye  withdrawal,  which  foUowed  on  the  filing  of 
the  map  of  general  route,  under  the  grant  of  July  27, 1866,  are  excluded  from  pn- 
emption  filing  and  Settlement. 

.Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

The  laud  involved  in  this  controversy  is  lot  2  of  Sec.  23,  T.  14  8.,  B. 
2 'E.J  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco  land  district,  California,  and  is  within 
the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  July  27, 1806,  (14  Stat,  292),  to  tie 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 

Bobert  M.  Carter  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the 
lot,  on  the  30th  of  June,  1886,  alleging  settlement  on  the  28th  of  that 
month.  After  due  notice,  he  submitted  final  proof,  and  received  ini 
receipt  and  certificate  on  the  10th  of  February,  1887,  the  Southern  Pa- 
cific Railroad  Company  protesting  against  the  proceeding. 

The  proof  aud  the  protest  coming  before  you  for  action  thereon,  you 
rendered  a  decision  on  the  9th  of  June,  1890,  holding  that  Carter's 
appropriation  of  the  land  under  the  pre-emption  laws  was  proper,  and 
that  said  entry  was  held  for  confirmation,  subject  to  appeal  by  theoom- 
pany  within  sixty  days.  You  directed  the  local  officers  to  so  iDform 
the  company,  and  to  advise  the  entryman  that  should  your  dedsioo 
become  final  his  entry  will  be  duly  examined  for  patent.  From  that 
•decision  the  company  appeals  to  the  Department. 
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.  Section  2258  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  states  what  lands  shall  not  bia 
subject  to  the  right  of  pre-emption,  and  the  first  class  named  is  ^' lands 
included  in  any  reservation  by  any  treaty,  law,  or  proclamation  of  the 
President,  for  any  purpose.'' 

Section  six  of  the  law  of  Congress  already  dted,  which  granted  ceir- 
tain  lands  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  provided  that 
the  odd  sections  of  land  thereby  granted  should  not  be  liable  to  sale  or 
entry,  or  pre-emption,  before  or  after  they  were  surveyed,  except  by 
said  company  as  provided  in  said  act,  ^^  after  the  general  route  shall  be 
fixed." 

The  route  of  said  company  was  designated  on  its  map  filed  in  your 
office  on  the  3d  of  January,  1867,  and  lands,  of  which  those  in  question 
were  a  part,  were  withdrawn  firom  pre-emption  upon  the  filing  of  such 
map.    Buttz  v.  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  119  IT.  S.,  55. 

In  your  decision  you  stated  that 

the  testimony  taken  in  connection  with  the  pre-emption  proof  made  it  appear  that 
the  land  in  qaestion  waa  oecnpied'by  one  Myron  Lisk  as  early  as  1857,  who  nsed  the 
aame  as  a  farm  nntil  some  time  in  1865,  when  he  sold  his  possessory  right  thereto  to 
Jose  FetiZy  who  in  torn  sold  it  to  one  Geo.  W.  Condon.  That  these  several  parties 
were  qnallfied  pre-emptors,  and  their  claim,  and  cultivation  of  the  land  firom  1857 
imiil  long  after  the  date  when  the  right  of  the  company  would  otherwise  have  at- 
tached, excepted  said  land  from  the  grant  to  the  company. 

I  do  not  find  this  statement  sustained  by  the  evidence.    The  proof  is 
that  Idsk  occupied  a  part  of  the  land  firom  1857  until  sometime  in  1865. 
His  residence  and  improvements  were  upon  land  immediately  south  of 
this,  and  not  until  a  survey,  was  it  known  that  his  bam  was  upon  the 
land  in  question.    There  is  nothing  in  the  case  showing  that  he  ever 
claimed  any  interest  in  this  particular  tract,  or  that  he  ever  conveyed 
or  attempted  to  convey  the  same  to  Feliz  or  to  any  other  person.    The 
testimony  also  shows  that  Feliz  was  a  Spaniard,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  was,  or  ever  became  an  American  citizen,  although  one  witness 
said  <<my  impression  is  that  he  was  bom  in  Califomia."    He  worked 
for  Myron  Lisk  prior  to  1867,  when  he  filed  for  the  land,  but  no  witness 
.testifies  that  Lisk  claimed  any  interest  in  the  land  after  1865,  or 
that  Feliz  claimed  any   such  interest  prior  to  the  6th  of  August, 
1867,  at  which  time  he  made  settlement,  according  to  his  declaratory 
statement  filed  on  the  16th  of  October  of  that  year.    That  he  first 
made  settlement  upon  the  land  in  1867  was  also  established  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witnesses,  Andrew  P^  Potter  and  G.  W.  Condon,  the  lat- 
ter of  whom  purchased  the  land  from  Feliz  in  1871,  who  conveyed  it  to 
Condon  by  a  deed,  which  described  it  as  being  bounded  on  the  south  by 
lands  of  Myron  Lisk,  which  were  the  lands  which  Lisk  had  occupied 
and  claimed  since  1857. 

It  would   seem,  therefore,  that  from  '^some  time  in  1865,"  when 
Lisk  ceased  to  claim  any  interest  in  the  land,  until  August  6, 1867, 

when  Feliz  claims  to  have  settled  thereon,  it  was  unoccupied,  and  there- 
.  fore  subject  to  the  legislative  withdrawal,  which  attached  upon  the 
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filiDg  of  thd  map  of  geneiul  route — yIe:  Jan'y  3, 1867;  henoe,  Garter 
acquired  no  interest  therein  by  his  subseqaent  settlement  and  filing. 

ISie  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  reversed. 

In  his  brief  upon  this  appeal,  the  counsel  for  the  company  states 
that  on  the  13th  of  September,  1888,  the  company  obtained  in  the  car- 
cnit  court  of  the  United  States  judgment  against  Garter  for  poBaeaaioQ 
of  said  land;  that  he  then  left  the  same,  and  on  the  8th  of  liToyember, 
following,  the  company  sold  the  land  to  one  Gharles  Louis,  who  hss 
ever  since  been  in  peaceable  possession  thereofl 


TIMBER  LAND  ENTBT— ADVERSE  CLAIM. 

MtLLEB  V.  MoMlLLEN. 

The  presence  of  improYemente  on  a  tract  of  land  will  not  ezdnde  the  same  from  di^ 
poaition  nnder  the  act  of  June  S,  1878,  where  said  improvements  are  not  made  and 
maintained  under  a  bona  fide  occnpation  of  the  land. 

First  AsHstant  Secretary  Ohandler  to  the  CommisHaner  of  the  Oenerd 

LamA  Office^  February  8^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  George  T.  Miller  v.  Henry  McMJneii, 
inyolving  the  timber-land  entry  made  by  the  latter  for  the  SE.  \  of  the 
SW.  \  of  Sec.  1,  T.  10  N.y  B.  14  W.,  San  Francisco  land  district,  Gali- 
fomia. 

McMillen  filed  his  statement  for  the  land  on  October  21, 1887,  and 
offered  final  proof  January  12, 1888.  He  was  met  by  the  sworn  protest 
of  Miller,  filed  December  3,  1887,  alleging  that  he  had  valuable  im- 
provements on  the  land  at  the  date  of  McMiUen's  application,  and  at  the 
same  time  applied  to  enter  the  tract. 

Hearing  was  ordered  and  had  on  January  12, 1888.  The  proceedings 
thereat  and  your  action  thereon  are  set  forth  in  your  decision  of  October 
4, 1890,  appealed  fi:om,  as  follows: 

From  the  record  it  appears  that,  at  the  time  McMillen  made  his  sworn  statement^ 
there  were  valuable  improvements  npon  the  land,  amounting  to  about  one  tbonaand 
dollars,  and  that  he  was  cogmzant  thereoil  Said  improvements  were  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  Miller. 

Prior  to  McMillan's  application,  Miller  believed  his  improvements  to  be  njKm  the 
SW.  i  of  the  NW.  i  of  the  same  section ;  bnt  it  was  found  that  they  were  npon  the 
8£.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  the  land  in  question,  Just  over  the  dividing  line  between  tilie 
two  sections.  As  soon  as  the  plaintiff  discovered  the  true  location  he  made  appliear 
tion  to  purchase  said  land. 

The  law  expressly  states  that  land  containing  such  improvements  is  not  enterableu 
(See  act  of  June  3, 1878,  Par.  6.) 

Defendant  can  not,  therefore,  base  his  rights  npon  his  application  to  enter  said 
land,  as  against  the  plaintiff. 

The  testimoiiy  taken  at  the  hearing  shows  (in  addition  to  the  above) 
that  the  improvements  consisted  of  three  small  shanties  and  a  mill  for 
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griiidiDg  bark.  The  mill  was  a  frame,  without  siding,  and  was  run  by 
water;  the  shanties  served  as  shelter  for  men  while  peeling  bark.  They 
had  been  put  up  by  a  man  named  Porter,  five  or  six  years  before;  and 
a  httle  more  than  a  year  prior  to  the  hearing  Miller  had  purchased  them 
from  Porter,  but  had  not  taken  actual  possession — having  given  the 
latter  a  lease.  The  mill  and  cabins  had  not  been  used  for  more  than 
a  year;  McMillen  in  his  sworn  statement  alleged  that  they  were  aban- 
doned; but  Miller  insists  that  they  were  "kept  in  repair''  and  ready 
for  use  if  needed.  The  bark  gi^ound  and  prepared  for  shipment  at  the 
mill  was  taken  from  trees  "  on  this  land  and  other  government  land  ad- 
joining." Miller  had  a  homestead  entry  and  a  pre-emption  entry  adja- 
cent to  the  mill,  and  alleges  that  he  supposed  the  mill  and  cabins  to  be 
on  his  claim;  but  on  survey  they  were  found  to  be  just  over  the  line, 
on  government  land.  He  contends  that  the  improvements  named  ex- 
cluded the  tract  from  entry  under  the  timber-land  law,  the  second  sec- 
tion ot  which  provides  that 

any  person  desiring  to  avail  himself  of  the  provisious  of  this  act  shall  file  with  the 

register  a  written  statement setting  forth  that  the  land 

contains  no  mining  or  other  improvementSt  except  for  ditch  or  canal  pui'poses. 

McMillen,  on  the  other  hand,  claims  that  the  clause  above  cited 
should  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  first  section  of  the  same  act, 
which  provides  ^^that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  defeat  or  impair 
any  bona  Me  claim  under  any  law  of  the  United  States,  or  authorize 
the  sale  of  any  mining  claim,  or  the  improvements  of  any  bona  fide 
settler."  That  Miller  was  not  such  a  settler.  On  the  contrary,  he  was, 
so  far  as  this  tract  is  concerned,  either  knowingly,  or  wittingly,  a  tres- 
passer ux>on  government  land,  and  could  acquire  no  rights  thereby 
which  would  interfere  with  MeMillen's  right  t<o  purchase  the  tract  under 
the  timber  act. 

The  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the  clause  of  section  2,  of  the 
act  of  June  3, 1878,  (20  Stat.,  89),  excluding  land  containing  <^  improve- 
ments ^  was  discussed  by  the  Department  in  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Throop 
(6  L.  D.,  691),  and  more  fully  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Larson  (7  L.  D., 
555).  In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  ^^  the  exception  in  the  act  of 
June  3, 1878,  is  in  favor  of  the  bona  fide  settler  5 "  that  "  a  settlement  to 
be  bona  fide  must  be  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  tract  a  home;  this 
\&  the  test,  and  a  settlement  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  timber  on 
the  land,  or  for  any  other  purpose  than  establishing  a  home,  is  not  a 
bona  fids  settlement  within  the  meaning  of  the  act." 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  pretense  of  settlement  upon  the  tract 
"for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  home."  It  was  not  therefore  ex- 
cepted fipom  entry  under  the  timber-land  law  because  of  "  improvements" 
built  thereon  for  the  purpose  of  grinding  and  preparing  for  shipment 
the  bark  of  trees  upon  that  and  other  government  land. 

Counsel  for  the  protestant  cites  the  case  of  Block  v.  Contreras  (4  L. 
I)*9  380),  to  sustain  his  contention  that  the  tract  here  in  controversy  is 
14561— VOL  14 11 
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sot  subject  to  entry  under  the  timber-land  act.  Bat  in  that  case  Con- 
treras  alleged  that  he  had  settled  upon  the  tract,  with  a  view  to  entry, 
prior  to  the  application  to  purchase;  and  the  department  found  that 
said  tract  was  <<  inhabited,  occupied  and  improved  "  at  the  date  of  the 
application  to  enter  under  the  timber-land  law.  This  was  by  no  means 
a  parallel  case  to  the  one  here  under  consideration. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  character  of  improvements  found  in  this 
case  under  the  circumstances  are  such  as  will  except  the  tract  fiiomthe 
operation  of  said  act.  If  such  were  the  case,  a  trespasser  conld  keep 
the  timber  lands  out  of  the  market  until  he  had  accomplished  bis  pur- 
pose of  denuding  them  of  their  valuable  product,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  improved,  without  any  intent  of  lawfully  appropriating 
them. 

Your  decision  is  reversed. 


NOTICE  OF  CONTEST-PERSONAL  SERVICE— PTTBL.ICATION. 

SODERQUIST  tJ.   MALLON. 

Personal  servioe  of  notice,  under  rule  9  of  Practice,  is  not  secured  by  reading  the 
same  to  the  wife  of  defendant  and  delivering  to  her  a  copy  thereof  at  the  honN 
and  usual  place  of  defendant's  residence. 

Service  of  notice  by  publication  is  authorized  where  it  is  made  to  appear  that  per- 
sonal service  can  not  be  secured  by  persistent  and  diligent  effort. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

Land  Office j  February  5,  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  P.  Soderquist  v,  Michael  Mallon, 
involving  the  timber-culture  entry  made  by  the  latter  on  August  1, 
1882,  for  the  'NW.  J  of  Sec.  32,  T.  106,  E.  68,  Chamberlain  (fomerly 
Mitchell)  land  district,  South  Dakota. 

The  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed  June  25,  1888,  alleging  feilure  to 
plant  and  cultivate  as  required  by  law. 

After  several  continuances,  hearing  was  had  on  June  25, 1889.  The 
defendant  made  default,  but  the  contestant  and  three  witnesses  ap- 
peared and  submitted  testimony  which  in  the  absence  of  any  showing 
to  the  contrary,  made  ^ prima  facie  case  against  the  entryman. 

The  complicated  series  of  transactions  that  followed  before  the 
Mitchell  office,  and  later  before  the  Chamberlain  land  office  (aft^r  its 
establishment)  are  set  forth  with  substantial  correctness  in  yourdecisioD 
appealed  from.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  papers  in  the  case  were 
transferred  to  the  Chamberlain  office  without  final  action  thereon  by 
the  register  and  receiver  at  Mitchell j  and  that  the  local  oflScers  at 
Chamberlain  dismissed  the  contest  on  the  ground  that  notice  thereof 
had  not  been  legally  served  upon  the  defendant. 

The  contestant  appealed  to  your  office,  and  you  held  that  sufficient 
showing  of  effort  to  find  the  defendant  had  been  made  to  warrant  serv- 
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ice  of  notice  by  publication ;  that  notice  thereunder,  service  by  regis- 
tered letter,  and  posting  in  the  local  office  and  on  the  land,  constituted 
full  and  legal  notice,  under  which  claimant  was  bound  to  appear  and 
defend  his  entry;  and  that  having  failed  to  do  so  he  was  properly  ad- 
judged to  be  in  default. 

The  record  contains  the  affidavit  of  O.  O.  Stanchfield,  sheriff  of  Da- 
vison county.  South  Dakota,  that  he,  on  the  27th  day  of  December, 
1888,  served  notice  of  said  contest  upon  the  therein  named  claimant, 
Mi<!hael  Mallon — 

By  reading  said  notice  to  Mrs.  Michael  MaUon,  the  wife  of  said  Michael  Malloui 
and  by  delivering  to  and  leaving  in  her  hand  a  true  and  certified  copy  of  said  notice 
of  contest,  at  the  honse  the  usual  place  of  residence  of  said  Michael  Mallon,  in  the 
county  of  Davison  and  Territory  of  Dakota;  that  said  Mrs.  Michael  Mallon  Is  a 
member  of  said  Michael  Mallon's  family,  and  is  over  fourteen  years  of  age. 

The  preceding  return  is  almost  literally  the  same  (except  as  to  names 
and  dates)  as  that  of  service  of  notice  upon  the  defendant  in  the  case 
of  Ackerson  v.  Dean  (10  L.  D.,  477-8),  which  the  Department  held  was 
not  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Eule  9  of  Practice: 

Personal  service  shall  be  made  in  all  cases  where  possible,  if  the  party  to  be  served 
is  a  resident  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  and  shall  consist 
in  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  the  notice  to  each  person  to  be  served. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  personal  service  upon 
the  defendant  was  possible. 
The  defendant  has  on  file  an  affidavit  in  which  he  states — 

That  on  April  13,  1889,  when  publication  was  granted  on  said  notice,  and  for  more 
than  thirty  days  prior  to  that  time,  I  was  personally  present  on  my  farm  near  Mitch- 
eU,  Davison  county,  Dakota,  and  have  been  living  on  and  working  the  same  all  the 
time  above  mentioned. 

Similar  affidavits  are  on  file  executed  by  the  defendant's  wife  and  his 
attorney. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  contestant  has  affidavits  in  the  record  tend- 
ing to  show  that  he  persistently  and  zealously  sought  to  learn  the 
whereabouts  of  the  defendant,  and  sets  forth  in  detail  the  effi)rts  made, 
by  inquiries,  by  letters  of  inquiry  sent  to  the  postmaster  at  Mitchell, 
and  in  other  ways.    One  of  his  attorneys  makes  affidavit  that  he — 

Has  written  to  the  postmaster  at  Mitchell,  Dakota,  and  to  the  sheriff  of  Davison 
county,  Dakota,  in  which  the  town  of  Mitchell  is  located;  that  the  postmaster  there 
has  said  that  said  Mallon  was  not  in  said  county ;  that  his  family  were  there,  but 
that  MaUon  himself  was  in  Iowa.  At  one  time  he  reported  said  Mallon  in  Sioux  City, 
Iowa;  and  another  time  he  said  that  Mallon  was  in  Storm  Lake,  Iowa.  And  the 
said  sheriff  has  reported,  at  aU  times  prior  to  the  order  to  publish  being  made  in  the 
present  case,  that  said  Mallon  was  in  Iowa.  The  said  sheriff  returned  the  notice  of 
one  hearing  with  his  return  that  he  was  unable  to  find  the  claimant;  in  the  other 
case  the  said  sheriff  retained  the  notice  to  obtain  service  of  the  same  on  said  Malloii 

if  he  should  return  to  said  Davison  county ,  that  the  sheriff  was  instructed 

to  keep  a  watch  on  claimant  and  report  if  personal  service  could  be  made  upon  him 
ii\  Raid  county. 
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The  other  member  of  the  firm  makes  affidavit  to  the  same  effect,  and 
adds  that  contestant  **  has  been  unusually  diligent  and  active  in  seek- 
ing said  Mallon." 

The  sheriff's  returns  referred  to,  and  his  letters  to  contestant's  at- 
torneys announcing  his  failure  to  find  the  defendant,  are  in  the  record. 

Finally,  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the  contestant  sent  a  registered  letter 
containing  a  copy  of  the  notice  addressed  to  Michael  Mallon,  at  Mitch- 
ell, Dakota.  Said  letter  was  returned,  with  the  postmaster's  notation 
on  the  envelope,  "  Eefused.''  The  indications  are  very  strong  that  when 
defendant  found  there  was  in  the  post-office  at  Mitchell  a  letter  ad- 
dressed to  him,  postmarked  at  Kimball,  and  having  upon  the  comer 
the  name  of  contestant's  attorney,  he  thought  he  could  avoid  receipt  of 
any  notice  that  might  be  contained  therein  by  refusing  to  receive  the 
letter.  But  he  could  not  in  that  way  defeat  the  service  of  notice  (Kelly 
V.  McWiUiams,  12  L.  D.  403). 

In  the  case  of  DriscoU  v.  Morrison  (7  L.  D.,  274)  the  contestant 
alleged — 

That  he  has  endeavored  to  serve  the  attached  notice  npon  the  contestee  James  L 
Morrison;  that  after  diligent  search  he  is  unable  to  iind  the  said  James  L.  Morrison; 
that  he  is  weU  acquainted  in  the  neighborhood,  and  that  he  knows  that  no  one  bv 
the  name  of  James  L.  Morrison  resides  in  that  locality;  that  he  is  not  acquaiated 
with  the  present  address  of  said  James  L.  Morrison ;  that  he  has  every  reason  to 
believe  that  said  Morrison  is  no  longer  a  resident  of  the  Territory  of  Wyoming;  that 
it  will  be  impossible  to  serve  the  notice  of  contest  upon  said  Morrison  by  itenooal 
service. 

In  the  above  case  the  Department  held  that  a  snfBicient  affidavit  and 
showing  had  been  made  to  justify  service  of  notice  by  publication.  In 
the  case  at  bar  a  far  stronger  showing  is  made  of  persistent,  earnest 
efforts  on  the  part  of  the  contestant  to  obtain  personal  service. 

Taking  into  consideration  all  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  record,  I  con- 
cur in  your  conclusion  that  service  by  publication  was  authorized;  and 
your  decision  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation  because  of  his  defuilty 
in  view  of  the  testimony  adduced  at  the  hearing,  is  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— INDEMNITY  SEL.BCTIOX. 

Wallis  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Ey,  Co. 

The  even  nnmbered  sections  ^within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  March  8,  lfi6S» 
for  the  Leavenworth,  Lawrence,  and  Galveston  road  are  reserved  to  the  United 
States,  by  the  terms  of  said  grant,  and  therefore  excepted  from  the  grant  of  July 
26, 1866,  to  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  road,  and  can  not  be  patented  for  the 
benefit  of  the  same  to  supply  deficiencies  in  its  place  limits. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OffieCj  JW- 

ruary  6, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Benj.  L.  Wallis  from  your  decision 
of  June  6, 1890  rejecting  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of 
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the  W.  i  of  SE.  i,  Sec.  10,  T.  25  S.,  R.  19  E.,  Topekaland  district,  Kan- 
sas, for  conflict  with  the  indemnity  selection  of  said  tract  by  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  and  Texas  Eailway  Company. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  and  Texas  Railway  Company,  ander  the  acts  of  March 
3, 1863  (13  Stat,  339),  and  July  26, 18^6  (14  Stat.,  289),  and  was  selected 
by  said  company  June  26, 1879,  and  again  November  1, 1885.  It  is  also 
within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Leavenworth,  Lawrence 
and  Galveston  Railroad  Company,  under  the  act  of  March  3,  18^3 
(supra). 

In  the  casci  of  the  United  States  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Rail- 
way Company  (141  U.  S.,  359),  it  was  held  that  the  even-numbered  sec- 
tions within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  tor  the  Leavenworth,  Law- 
rence and  Galveston  Railroad  Company  were  reserved  to  the  United 
States  by  the  act  of  1863  (supra)  j  and  were  therefore  excepted  from  the 
grant  in  the  act  ot  1866  (supra)y  and  could  not  be  patented  to  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  and  Texas  Company  to  supply  deficiencies  in  its  place 
limits. 

The  selections  of  the  tract  in  question  by  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and 
Texas  Railway  Company  must  therefore  be  canceled,  and,  if  otherwise 
subject  to  entry,  Wallis's  application  should  be  admitted. 

Your  decision  is  accordingly  reversed. 


Vl^AJj  PROOF— INTERVENING  ADVERSE  CLAIM. 

Jeffrey  v.  Record. 

Ad  entry  shonld  not  be  allowed  during  the  pendency  of  final  proof  submitted  by  a 
prior  claimant,  and,  if  so  allowed,  wiU  not  affect  the  right  of  such  claimant  to 
snbmit  further  proof,  showing  that  he  had  in  fact  complied  with  the  law  prior 
to  the  submission  of  his  first  proof. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  February  9^  1892, 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Charles  H,  Jef&ey  v.  Augustine  A* 
Record  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  August  14, 1890 
canceling  his  entry  and  accepting  the  final  proof  of  the  latter  for  the 
NE.  J,  Sec.  18,  T.  32  N.,  R.  49  W.,  Chadron,  Nebraska,  land  district. 

Beeord  made  pre-emption  filing  for  this  land  April  20, 1886  at  Val- 
entine land  office,  and  offered  final  proof  thereon  on  November  23,  of 
same  year.  The  proof  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  and  an  appeal 
was  taken  to  your  office.  The  action  of  the  local  office  was  affirmed  on 
February  1, 1887,  and  an  appeal  was  then  taken  to  the  Department. 

On  December  29, 1887,  Jeflfrey  was  x)6rmitted  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  the  tract.  July  24, 1888  (L.  and  R.,  Vol,  78, 397),  the  Depart- 
ment  considered  the  case  and  modified  your  decision.    The  Secretary 
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concurred  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  you  that  the  proof  was  unsatis- 
factory, and  said  that 

in  the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim,  I  might  be  disposed  to  affirm  yonr  allowaDfe 
of  fnrther  proof  dnring  the  life-time  of  the  entry.  In  view,  however,  of  the  stateii 
entry  of  Jeffrey,  yon  will  direct  that  the  claimant  be  notified  that  he  will  be  per- 
mitted within  sixty  days  from  notice,  to  make  new  proof  in  due  form,  showing  that 
prior  to  the  entry  of  Jeffrey,  he  had  complied  with  the  law,  and  in  the  event  of  f&il- 
nre  to  submit  such  proof  within  the  time  named,  that  his  filing  be  canceled. 

Pursuant  to  this  ruling,  Eecord,  on  December  27, 1888,  upon  due  no- 
tice, offered  new  proof  which  was  protested  by  Jeffrey.  A  hearing  was 
thereupon  ordered,  and  had  on  July  17, 1889,  The  district  having  been 
changed,  the  land  came  into  Chadron  district,  and  upon  the  testimony 
taken  at  the  hearing,  the  local  officers  found  that  Record  had  resided 
upon  the  land  more  than  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  date  of 
the  formerly  offered  proof,  but  had  not  resided  upon  it  since,  although 
he  had  kept  up  the  cultivation  and  improvement  of  the  tract,  and  they 
recommended  the  acceptance  of  his  proof,  from  which  Jeffi-ey  appealed. 
Incidental  to  this  proceeding,  Mr.  Eecord,  on  June  1, 1889,  filed  a  mo- 
tion in  your  office  for  a  review  of  the  decision  of  July,  1888.  This  was 
forwarded  to  the  Department  with  the  papers  in  the  case,  and  was  taken 
up  on  November  16, 1889,  and  it  was  found  that  it  had  not  been  filed 
within  thirty  days  after  notice  had  been  received  by  Record  of  the  de- 
cision, as  required  by  rule  77  of  practice,  and  as  it  was  not  based  upon 
newly  discovered  evidence,  it  was  overruled,  and  the  papers  returned 
to  your  office  that  the  new  proof  and  the  case  made  by  Jefl^ey  against 
the  entry  might  be  considered,  and  on  August  14, 1890,  you  sustained 
the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  Jeffrey's  entry  for  cancellation, 
allowing  the  entry  of  Record,  from  which  Jeffrey  appealed. 

I  have  carefully  considered  the  case.  The  testimony  offered  at  the 
hearing  is  quite  conflicting,  in  fact,  contradictory.  It  was,  however, 
error  to  allow  Jeffrey  to  make  a  homestead  entry  while  the  final  proof 
of  Record  was  x)6nding  on  appeal  before  you,  and  he  made  the  home* 
stead  entry  at  his  peril.  If  you  had  reversed  the  local  officers  and  al- 
lowed the  final  proof  of  Record,  the  case  would  have  been  at  an  end, 
so  Jeffrey  is  not  in  position  to  complain.  This  error  of  law,  however, 
does  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  finding  of  facts. 

The  evidence  shows  more  fiilly  the  facts  of  his  residence  upon  the 
land  prior  to  the  first  final  proof,  and  while  it  is  perhaps  not  so  fiiU  and 
complete  as  it  is  desirable  it  should  be,  yet  I  find  nothing  therein  that 
calls  for  interference  with  your  conclusions  which  agree  with  those  of 
the  local  officers,  and  the  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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SIOUX  INDIAN  LANDS-ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1889. 

Kino  t.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  By.  Co. 

The  right  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Ry.  Co.  to  certain  lands  within 
the  former  Crow  Creek  Indian  reservation,  for  right  of  way  and  station  purposes, 
as  recognized  and  provided  for  in  section  16,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  not  defeated 
by  a  settlement  right  claimed  under  section  23  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  Febrtia/ry 

9j  1892. 

This  appeal  is  filed  by  Henry  J.  King  from  your  decision  of  June  2, 
1890,  affirming  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  applica- 
tion to  make  homestead  entry  of  lots  3  and  4,  the  SB.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of 
Sec.  10,  and  lots  1  and  9,  Sec.  15,  T.  104  N.,  E.  71  W.,  Chamberlain, 
South  Dakota,  for  the  reason  that  his  application  conflicted  with  the 
claim  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Kailway  Company,  under 
the  16th  section  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat.,  888). 

The  land  in  controversy  was  formerly  embraced  in  the  Crow  Creek 
Indian  Reservation,  and  in  1880,  while  it  was  so  reserved,  the  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company  entered  into  certain  agree- 
ments with  the  several  tribes  of  Sioux  Indians,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Indian  Bureau  whereby  said  tribes  of  Indians  agreed  to  grant  to  said 
railroad  company  the  right  to  occupy  a  certain  part  of  said  reservation 
at  the  western  terminus  of  said  railway  for  right  of  way,  station  grounds, 
etc.,  through  and  upon  said  reservation,  in  consideration  of  a  certain 
amount  per  acre  therein  agreed  upon,  to  be  paid  by  the  railway  com- 
pany to  the  United  States  for  the  benefit  and  use  of  said  Indians. 

On  January  3,  1881,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  approved  said 
agreement,  with  the  proviso  limiting  the  amount  of  land  to  be  taken 
by  the  railway  company  under  said  agreement  for  passenger  and  freight 
depots,  machine  shops,  etc.,  at  the  terminus  of  said  road  on  the  east- 
ern bank  of  the  Missouri  river,  t(»two  hundred  acres,  and  to  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres  for  station  grounds  at  points  east  of  said  termi- 
nus. 

On  November  25, 1881,  the  company  filed  in  the  Department  a  plat, 
showing  a  selection  of  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  acres  in  said  reser- 
vation on  theeast  bank  of  the  Missouri  river,  selected  under  said  agree- 
ment, for  dei)ot  grounds,  etc.,  which  was  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  October  6, 1882,  and  which  embraces  the  land  in  con- 
troversy, and  payment  was  made  by  the  company  in  pursuance  of  the 
terms  of  said  agreement. 

On  December  17, 1883,  the  President  transmitted  to  Congress  a  com- 
munication from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  an  accompanying 
draft  of  a  bill,  "  To  accept  and  ratify  said  agreement  with  the  Sioux 
Indians  and  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,'^ 
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but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  action  was  taken  upon  the  matto  by 
Congress.    See  Ex.  Doc.  No.  20,  Ist  Sess.,  48th  Congress. 

On  February  27, 1885,  President  Arthur  issued  an  executive  order 
restoring  to  tlie  public  domain  certain  lands  embraced  in  the  Grow 
Creek  reservation,  including  the  land  in  controversy,  but,  on  April  17, 
1885,  President  Cleveland  issued  a  proclamation  declaring  said  execa- 
tive  order  wholly  inoperative  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  in 
violation  of  the  treaty  with  the  Sioux  Indians  of  April  29, 1868. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2,  1889  (25 
Stat.,  888),  a  portion  of  the  reservation  of  the  Sioux  Nation  of  Indians 
in  Dakota  was  divided  into  separate  reservations,  and  the  Indian  title 
to  the  remainder  of  said  reservation  was  relinquished  and  restored  to 
the  public  domain,  under  the  proclamation  of  the  President,  Febraaiy 
10, 1890  (26  Stat.,  1554),  which  included  the  land  in  controversy. 

On  April  14, 1890,  Henry  J.  King  filed  an  application  with  the  local 
officers  to  make  homestead  entry  of  lots  3  and  4,  the  SE.  i  of  SW.  ^, 
Sec.  10,  and  lots  1  and  9,  Sec.  15,  T.  104  If.,  B.  71  W.,  Chamberlain, 
South  Dakota,  under  sec.  23  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  supra^  which 
embraced  part  of  the  one  hundred  and  eighty-  eight  acres  of  land  granted 
to  said  railway  company  for  freight  and  passenger  depots,  etc.,  by  the 
Sioux  Indians,  under  the  agreements  heretofore  mentioned. 

With  his  said  application  King  filed  an  affidavit,  stating  that  he 
made  settlement  on  said  land  immediately  after  the  executive  order  of 
February  27, 1885,  and  that  he  has  continued  to  reside  upon  and  im- 
prove said  tract  up  to  the  present  date;  that  on  March  2, 1885,  he  ten- 
dered his  application  and  affidavit,  with  the  laud  office  fees,  to  make 
homestead  entry  of  said  tract,  at  the  local  office  of  the  district  in  which 
the  land  was  situated,  which  was  refused  by  the  local  officers  for  the 
reason  that  they  had  not  then  received  official  notice  from  the  Commis- 
sioner that  the  land  had  been  restored  to  the  public  domain,  althoagh 
the  executive  order  of  February  27, 1885,  had  been  published. 

The  local  officers  at  Ctiamberlain  rejected  King's  application  for  the 
reason  that  it  '<  conflicts  with  the  claim  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and 
St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  under  section  16,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  and 
the  President's  proclamation  of  February  10, 1890.'' 

You  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  said  applica- 
tion, and  from  your  decision  King  appealed. 

The  claim  of  King  is  predicated  upon  the  theory  that  the  railway 
company  could  acquire  no  right  under  the  agreement  with  the  Indiiins 
without  ratification  by  Congress,  and  that  said  agreement  was  not  rati- 
fied until  after  appellant's  rights  had  attached  to  the  laud  as  an  actaal 
settler,  which  was  protected  by  the  23d  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889. 

He  further  insists  that  the  action  of  President  Arthur  in  issuing  the 
executive  order  of  February  27, 1885,  was  the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction 
properly  conferred  upon  him  to  construe  and  interpret  the  laws  JUJd 


DECISIONS   RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC    LANDS.  169 

treaties,  and  having  construed  the  treaty  of  1868  as  not  embracing  the 
lands  restored  by  said  order,  it  was  not  competent  for  his  successor  to 
declare  that  such  construction  was  erroneous. 

The  16th  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  provided  that  the  accep- 
tance of  said  act  by  the  Indians  shall  operate  as  a  release  of  the  Indian 
title  to  the  lands  intended  by  said  act  to  be  restored  to  the  public  do- 
main, but  that  said  release  should  not  afifect  any  agreement  theretofore 
made  with  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company 
and  the  Dakota  Central  Railway  Company  for  right  of  way  through 
said  reservation — 

And  said  companies  shaU  also,  reepectdvely,  have  the  right  to  take  and  use  for  right 
of  way,  side-tracky  depot  and  station  privileges,  machine-shop,  freight-house,  round 
house,  and  yard  facilities,  prior  to  any  white  person,  and  to  any  corporation  or  asso- 
ciation, so  much  of  the  two  separate  sections  of  land  embraced  in  said  agreements; 
also,  the  former  company  so  much  of  the  one  hundred  and  eighty- eight  acres,  and  the 
latter  company  so  much  of  the  seventy-five  acres,  on  the  east  side  of  the  Missouri 
River,  likewise  embraced  in  said  agreements,  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
decide  to  have  been  agreed  upon  and  paid  for  by  said  railroad,  and  to  be  reasonably 
necessary  upon  each  side  of  said  river  for  approaches  to  the  bridge  of  each  of  said 
companies  to  be  constructed  across  the  river,  right  of  way,  side-track,  depot  and  sta- 
tion privileges,  machine-shop,  freight-house,  round-house  and  yard  facilities,  and  no 
more: 

with  the  following  provisos :  (1)  That  the  railway  companies  shall  make 
the  payments  for  the  same,  as  stipulated  in  said  agreements;  (2)  That 
the  lands  conveyed  shall  only  be  used  for  general  railway  purposes; 
(3)  That  payment  shall  be  made  and  the  conditions  performed  within 
six  months  after  the  act  takes  effect;  and  (4)  That  said  companies  shall 
locate  their  respective  lines  of  road,  including  station  grounds  and  ter- 
minals, within  nine  months  after  the  act  takes  effect,  and  shall  within 
three  years  after  the  act  takes  effect  construct,  complete,  and  put  in 
operation  said  lines  of  road,  and  upon  failure  to  locate,  construct,  and 
operate  the  same  within  the  time  required  by  the  act,  the  lands  granted 
for  right  of  way,  station  grounds,  and  other  railway  purposes,  shall  be 
forfeited,  and  "  shall  without  entry  or  further  action  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  revert  to  the  United  States,  and  be  subject  to  entry 
under  the  other  provisions  of  this  act.^' 

On  October  31, 1890,  within  nine  months  after  the  date  when  the  act 
took  effect,  as  declared  by  the  proclamation  of  the  President  of  Febru- 
ary 10, 1890,  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company 
filed  its  map  of  definite  location,  which  was  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  subject  to  all  the  conditions  contained  in  the  16th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  and  having  prior  to  that  date,  as  here- 
tofore stated,  paid  the  consideration  specified  in  said  agreement,  its 
rights  under  the  act  became  complete,  subject  only  to  forfeiture  upon 
failure  to  construct,  complete,  and  operate  the  road  within  three  years 
{h>m  February  10, 1890,  the  date  when  said  act  took  effect,  unless  their 
rights  are  subject  to  the  claim  of  King,  under  the  23d  section  of  the 
act 
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The  23d  section  provided : 

That  all  persons  who,  between  the  twenty -seventh  day  of  February,  eighteen 
hundred  and  eighty-five,  and  the  seventeenth  day  of  April,  eighteen  hundred  t&d 
eighty-five,  in  good  faith,  entered  upon  or  made  settlements  with  intent  to  enter tiie 
same  under  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States  upon  any  ptn 
of  the  Great  Sioux  Reservation  lying  east  of  the  Missouri  River,  and  known  as  the 
Crow  Creek  and  Winnebago  Reservation,  which,  by  the  President's  proclamatioiiof 
date,  February  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-five,  was  declared  to 
be  open  to  settlement,  and  not  included  in  the  new  reservation  established  by  lee- 
tiou  six  of  this  act,  and  who,  being  otherwise  legally  entitled  to  make  such  entries, 
located  or  attempted  to  locate  thereon  homestead,  pre-emption,  or  town  site  clainis, 
by  actual  settlement  and  improvement  of  any  portion  of  such  lands,  shall,  for  a 
period  of  ninety  days  after  the  proclamation  of  the  President  reqnired  to  be  made  bj 
tills  act,  have  a  right  to  re-enter  upon  said  claims  and  procure  title  thereto  under  tbe 
homestead  or  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  complete  the  same  as  n- 
quired  thereiti,  and  their  said  claims  shall,  for  such  time,  have  a  preference  over 
later  entries ;  and  when  they  shall  have  in  other  respects  shown  themselves  entitled 
and  shall  have  complied  with  the  law  regulating  such  entries,  and,  as  to  homestcadf. 
with  the  special  provisions  of  this  act,  they  shall  be  entitled  to  have  said  landK,  and 
patents  therefor  shall  be  issued  as  in  like  eases :  Provided,  That  pre-emption  claim- 
ants shall  reside  on  their  lands  the  same  length  of  time  before  prooniing  title  as 
homestead  claimants  nnder  this  act.    The  price  to  be  paid  for  town-site  entries  shall 
be  such  as  is  required  by  law  in  other  eases,  and  shall  be  paid  into  the  general  fond 
provided  for  by  this  act. 

King's  elaiin  to  priority  rests  ax>OQ  the  assumptkNH  that  the  executive 
order  of  February  27, 1885,  restored  the  land  to  the  public  domain,  and 
that  it  remained  subject  to  settlement  and  entry  until  again  placed  in 
reservation  by  the  proclamation  of  April  17, 1885. 

This  proclamation  declared  the  executive  order  of  February  27  to  be 
inoperative  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  in  violation  of  the  treaty 
of  April  29, 1869,  with  the  Sioux  tribes  of  Indians,  and  was  not  made 
with  the  consent  of  said  Indians. 

If  the  restoration  of  said  land  was  not  authorized  by  the  treaty  of 
18G9,  and  was  not  done  with  the  consent  of  the  Indians,  said  executiTe 
order  would  not  operate  to  release  the  land  from  reservation  and  restore 
it  to  the  public  domain,  and  a  settlement  made  thereon  would  confer  no 
rights  upon  such  settler. 

Whether  said  executive  order  was  or  was  not  made  in  pursuance  of 
the  treaty  of  1869  is  immaterial  for  the  purpose  of  this  decision,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  Congress,  in  passing  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  clearly 
contemplated  that  the  tract  referred  to  in  said  executive  order  consti- 
tuted a  part  of  the  reservations  of  the  Sioux,  and  should  not  be  released 
from  such  reservation  until  so  proclaimed  by  the  President  under  the 
authority  of  said  act. 

Conceding  that  the  railway  company  acquired  no  right  under  its 
agreement  until  ratified  by  Congress,  it  does  not  follow  that  King  had 
such  a  right  by  virtue  of  his  settlement  as  would  deprive  Congress  of 
the  power  of  making  any  disposition  of  the  land  after  it  had  been  finally 
released  from  reservation,  even  if,  at  the  date  of  King's  settlement,  it 
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was  subject  thereto,  for  the  reason  that  settlement  upon  the  public 
lands  confers  merely  an  inchoate  right  that  is  not  valid  against  the 
United  States. 

The  express  language  of  the  act,  that  said  company  shall  '^have  the 
right  to  take  and  use  for depot  and  station  privileges,  ma- 
chine shops,  freight-house,  round-house,  and  yard  facilities,  prior  to  any 
white  person,  and  to  any  corporation  or  association,  so  much  of  the  two 
separate  sections  of  land  embraced  in  said  agreements,"  shows  that  it 
was  intended  to  ratify  and  confirm  said  agi'cements,  and  that  the  rights 
acquired  thereunder  should  be  prior  to  the  claim  or  right  of  any  other 
l^erson  or  corporation,  except  Indians,  who  might  have  taken  allotments 
under  the  treaty  of  April  29, 1869,  which  rights  were  protected  by  the 
loth  section  of  the  act  as  paramount  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  all 
others. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  language  of  the  16th  section — that  the  re- 
lease of  the  Indian  title  shall  not  afiect  the  agreement  made  with  the 
railway  company,  "  except  as  hereinafter  provided  " — ^is  a  limitation  to 
the  grant  or  authority  conferred,  and  that  when  said  exception  is  con- 
sidered in  connection  with  the  2dd  section  it  is  manifest  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  Congress  to  specifically  provide  for  the  class  of  settlers 
therein  referred  to,  and  to  make  the  right  of  the  railway  company  sub- 
ordinate thereto. 

From  a  reading  of  the  entire  section,  it  is  apparent  that  the  words 
"except  as  hereinafter  provided''  have  reference  solely  to  the  provisos 
to  said  section,  and  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  act  to  ratify  and 
confirm  said  agreements  as  against  the  right  of  every  white  person  or 
corporation,  provided  the  railway  company  should  make  payment  and 
location  in  the  manner  and  time  therein  prescribed. 

The  23d  section  is  a  general  provision  as  to  all  settlers  who  settled 
npon  said  reservation  between  the  dates  therein  named,  while  the  16th 
section  is  a  specific  provision,  conferring  a  specific  right,  limited  only 
by  express  exceptions  contained  in  the  proviso  to  said  section : 

Where  a  general  intention  is  expressed,  and  also  a  particular  intention,  which  is 
incompatible  with  the  general  one,  the  particular  intention  shall  be  considered  an 

exception  to  the  general  one Hence,  if  there  are  two  acts,  or  two 

provisions  in  the  same  act,  of  which  one  is  special  and  particular,  and  clearly  includes 
the  matter  in  controversy,  whilst  the  other  is  general  and  would,  if  standing  alone^ 
include  it  also ;  and  if,  reading  the  general  provision  side  by  side  with  the  particular 
one,  the  inclusion  of  that  matter  in  the  former  would  produce  a  conflict  between  it 
and  the  special  provision, — it  must  be  taken  that  the  latter  was  designed  as  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  provisions.    Endlich  Int.  Stat.,  Sec.  216;  Sedgw.  Stat.  Law,  48. 

From  a  careM  consideration  of  this  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  King 
has  no  right  to  make  entry  of  the  tract  in  controversy  by  virtue  of  his 
settlement,  unless  the  railway  company  should  fail  to  comply  with  the 
tenns  of  the  act  and  a  forfeiture  should  be  declared  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided for  in  the  fourth  proviso  to  the  16th  section  of  said  act. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 
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OSAGE  TRUST  LANDS-PUBLIC  SALIS. 

Instructions. 

Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  the  register  and  reeeirer  at 

Garden  City^  Kansas,  February  15^  J6!JJ2. 

Under  date  of  January  9th  last,  tlie  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interiofy 
approved  a  list  for  sale  oi  lands  embraced  in  entries  made  upon  the 
Osage  trast  and  diminished  reserve  lauds,  in  which  the  claimants  Med 
to  pay  the  second,  third  and  fourth  installments  of  the  purchase  money. 

I  inclose  herewith  a  list  of  said  lands,  which  you  will  proceed  to  offer 
at  public  auction,  (to  the  highest  bidder,  at  a  price  not  less  than  tiiat 
fixed  by  law  and  in  quantities  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres  to  any  one  purchaser),  in  the  order  in  whicli  they  appear  on  said 
list,  on  a  day  and  at  an  hour  which  will  be  speciiied  in  a  notice  th^vof, 
which  you  will  give  by  advertisement,  which  will  be  printed  once  a  week 
for  six  consecutive  weeks  in  two  weekly  newspapers  of  general  circula- 
tion in  your  land  district,  which  you  will  designate. 

You  will  insert  in  each  notice  the  earliest  date  most  convenient  to  yoa 
after  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  publication.  You  will,  after  the 
offering,  make  a  report  of  the  sale  giving  the  descriptions  of  the  tracta 
and  indicating  whether  sold  or  not,  if  the  latter,  the  reason  therefor 
whether  for  want  of  a  bid  or  other  cause.  You  will  forward  copies  of 
the  published  notice  attached  to  the  several  affidavits  of  the  publishers 
of  the  newspapers  selected,  showing  the  date  of  the  first  and  last  pab- 
lication,  and  reciting  the  fact  that  the  notice  appeared  in  a  regular  issae 
of  the  paper  once  each  week  for  the  specified  time.  The  claimants, 
mortgagees,  or  present  owners,  may  at  any  time  before  the  day  fixed 
for  the  offering  pay  the  full  amount  due,  together  with  the  accumulated 
interest,  and  the  pro  rata  share  of  the  expenses,  in  which  case  the  par- 
ticular tract  or  tracts  so  paid  for  will  be  withdrawn  from  the  offeriDg. 

Before  proceeding  to  offer  each  tract,  you  will  endeavor  to  ascertain 
by  calling  out,  if  a  tax  sale  purchaser  of  that  tract,  or  his  or  her  legal 
representative,  is  present,  if  so  you  will  allow  such  party  or  parties  the 
privilege  of  paying  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  which  remains  un- 
paid, and  accumulated  interest,  together  with  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
expenses  of  the  sale.  .  In  all  such  cases  last  mentioned,  the  land  iviU 
not  be  sold,  but  you  will  issue  a  certificate  to  the  party  or  parties  enti- 
tled thereto,  in  their  own  name  just  the  same  as  if  he  was  the  original 
settler  upon  the  tract  in  question,  endorsing  across  the  face  of  snch 
certificates,  in  red  ink,  a  reference  to  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  ap- 
proved May  28,  1880,  as  your  authority  therefor.  All  certificates  and 
receipts  will  bear  the  current  number  and  date  for  the  month  in  which 
the  sale  occurs,  and  will  be  repoi-ted  by  you  in  your  abstracts  of  sales 
made  of  the  Osage  trust  and  diminished  reserve  lands. 

Each  of  you  will  be  allowed  the  same  compensation  as  allowed  by 
law  in  other  cases  of  sale  of  iniblic  lands.    All  costs  of  advertising  and 
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other  expenses  incident  to  said  sale  must  be  charged  to  and  paid  out 
of  the  fond  arising  from  said  sale.    The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  will 
be  deposited  by  the  receiver,  after  deducting  all  expenses,  to  the  credit 
of  the  proper  Indian  fund.    See  section  5,  act  of  May  28, 1880. 
Approved: 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 


MINING  CLAIM— MILL  SITE-IMPROVEMENTS. 

Satisfaction  Extension  Mill  Site. 

The  erection  and  maintenance  in  good  faith  of  dwelling  honses  for  the  occupancy 
of  workmen  employed  for  purposes  in  connection  with  a  mill  is  snch  a  nse  and 
occupancy  of  the  land  as  will  Justify  the  allowance  of  a  mill  site  entry  thereof. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  February  11^  1892. 

On  October  16, 1885,  mineral  entry  No.  247,  lots  No.  40  A,  and  40  B, 
was  made  at  the  Las  Graces  land  office,  New  Mexico,  for  the  mining 
claim  known  as  the  ^^  First  Extension  of  the  Satisfaction  Mine,"  and 
the  ^<  Satisfaction  Extension  Mill  Site." 

The  pai)ers  were  transmitted  to  your  office,  and  by  your  letter  of  June 
11, 1887,  to  the  local  officers,  you  said. 

The  mill  site  survey  No.  40  B  is  claimed  in  connection  with  the  lode  survey  No.  40 
A,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  showing  that  the  same  is  used  or  occupied  for 
mining  or  milling  purposes  in  connection  therewith.  Proper  evidence  showing  the 
use  or  occupancy  of  said  mill  site  under  section  2337  U.  S.  Rev.  Stats.,  should  be 
furnished. 

Said  section  2337  provides  that. 

Where  non-mineral  land  not  contiguous  to  the  vein  or  lode  is  used  or  occupied  by 
the  proprietor  of  such  vein  or  lode  for  mining  or  milling  purposes,  such  non-a^acent 
Bnrfoce-ground  may  be  embraced  and  included  in  an  application  for  a  patent  for  such 
vein  or  lode. 

In  response  to  your  letter  the  affidavit  of  the  agent  was  transmitted 
wherein  he  states, 

The  said  miU-site  lays  between  the  stamp-mill  owned  and  operated  by  said  appli- 
cant and  the  Mimhres  river  from  which  the  water  supply  for  running  said  mill  is 
drawn  and  conducted^  and  that  for  said  purpose  said  applicant  has  constructed  and 
at  said  time  was  maintaining  an  acequia  and  ditch  leading  from  said  mill  to  said 
river,  and  that  said  ditch  traverses  the  entire  width  of  said  miU  site  in  its  only  ptac- 
ticsble  course  from  said  river  to  said  mill,  and  that  the  water  thus  conducted  \a 
necessary  to  the  running  of  said  miU,  and  that  said  mill  is  owned  and  used  by  said 
apptioant  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  ore  taken  from  said  lode  claim :  Affiant 
farther  says  that  said  applicant  has  erected  and  now  owns  two  houses  on  said  milJ- 
Bite  which  are  used  and  occupied  by  employees  of  said  applicant  in  the  keeping  up 
of  said  ditoh  and  for  other  purposes  in  connection  with  said  miU. 

By  your  letter  of  July  30, 1888,  you  held  that  such  a  use  and  occupa- 
tion was  not  contemplated  by  said  section,  and  held  the  entry  for  can- 
cellatiou  as  to  the  area  embraced  in  the  mill-site. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 
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In  the  case  of  Charles  Lennig  (5  L.  D.,  190^  192),  Secretary  Lamar,  in 
construing  said  section  2337,  says, 

The  proprietor  of  a  lode  undoubtedly  'uses'  non-contiguous  land  '* for  muing  or 
milling  purposes''  when  he  has  a  quartz  miU  or  reduction  works  upon  it,  or  when  is 
any  other  manner  he  employs  it  in  connection  with  mining  or  milling  ope^atioD^. 
For  example,  if  he  uses  it  for  depositing  ''tailings'',  or  storing  ores,  or  for  shops,  or 
houses  for  his  workmenf  or  for  collecting  water  to  run  his  quartz  mill,  I  think  it  dear 
that  he  would  be  using  it  for  mining  or  milling  purposes. 

As  it  appears  that  the  applicant  owns  two  houses  on  said  mill-site 
occupied  by  his  employees  for  purposes  in  connection  with  said  mill,  he 
uses  the  land  for  mining  or  milling  purposes  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  as  above  construed.  The  erection  of  dwelling  houses  on  the 
mill-site  is  clearly  a  very  substantial  use  and  improvement  of  the  land. 
They  become  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  would  pass  by  a  conveyance  ot 
the  real  estate,  and  when  such  houses  are  erected  for  workmen  em- 
ployed in  connection  with  the  milL  the  land  is  used  for  milling  par- 
poses. 

In  Sierra  Grande  Mining  Company  v.  Crawford  (11  L.  D.,  338),  it  was 
held  that  the  use  of  land  for  the  maintenance  of  pumping  works  neces- 
sary to  the  operation  of  a  lode  mine  was  such  a  use  as  would  authorize 
entry  of  the  land  as  a  mill  site.  The  foregoing  citation  from  the  Lennig 
case  is  quoted,  and  it  is  said. 

Here  we  find  actual  occupation  of  the  land,  with  lasting  and  valuable  improve- 
ments.  It  is  true  the  company  consumes  only  the  water,  but  it  occupies  and  uses 
the  land  in  connection  with  its  lode  mine,  and  such  use  is  necessary  to  the  operating 
of  the  mine. 

This  language  applies  to  the  case  under  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  the  Gold  Springs  and  Denver  City  Mill  Site  (13  L.  D., 
175),  a  tank,  a  spring  house  and  a  stone  cabin  had  been  erected  on  the 
mill-site,  and  such  use  was  held  sufficient.    It  is  said,  page  177, 

Lasting  improvements  have  been  made  on  the  land  embraced  in  the  mill  site, 
indicating  good  faith.  There  is  more  than  the  mere  use  of  water — the  mill-site  itaelf 
is  improved  and  used,  as  above  seeu,  in  connection  with  the  mine. 

So  in  the  case  at  bar  it  may  be  said — "  there  is  more  than  the  mere 
use  of  water."  The  mill-site  itself  is  improved  and  used  in  connection 
with  the  mine  by  lasting  improvement's  indicating  good  faith. 

Tour  j  udgment  is  reversed. 


RouGEOT  V.  Wbib. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  September 
6, 1891, 13  L.  D.,  242,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  February  12, 1892. 
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SWAMP  LAND— BBPOBT  OF  SPECIAL  AGENT. 

State  op  Florida. 

The  claim  of  a  State  for  swamp  laud  should  not  be  rejected  on  the  report  of  a  spe- 
cial agent  alone^  but  such  report  may  be  properly  made  the  basis  of  a  further 
investigation  as  to  the  character  of  the  land. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  February 

12^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  arising  upon  the  appeal  of  the  State  of 
Florida,  from  your  decision  of  August  14, 1890,  rejecting  the  claim  of 
the  State  of  Florida  to  certain  lands  therein  described.  It  appears  that 
1155  tracts  are  inyolved,  aggregating  about  150,000  acres. 

Counsel  for  the  State  alleges,  in  substance,  that  you  were  in  error  in 
holding  the  list  for  rejection  solely  on  the  report  of  a  special  agent,  with- 
out regard  to  the  field-notes,  and  without  any  testimony  on  the  part  of 
the  State. 

Your  decision  is  as  follows: 

Begisteb  and  Receiver, 

Gavnetmlley  Floriday 

Sirs  :  Under  date  of  the  4th  instant,  Mr.  R.  E.  Johnston,  special  agent  of  this  o£Qce, 

made  a  report  of  his  examination  in  the  field  of  certain  lands  in  Florida  claimed  as 

inaring  to  the  State  nnder  the  sii?  amp-land  grant,  which  report  shows  that  the 

tracts  hereinafter  described  are  not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  the  grants  viz : 

The  claim  of  the  State  to  the  tracts  of  laud  above 

described  is  therefore  held  for  rejection,  subject  to  appeal  within  sixty  days. 

This  language  would  indicate  that  the  claim  was  held  for  rejection 
solely  upon  the  report  of  the  special  agent. 

Counsel  for  the  State  is  correct  in  his  contention  that  rejection  upon 
this  ground  was  erroneous. 

In  the  case  of  Cass  county,  Illinois  (10  L.  D.,  22),  the  Department 
held: 

The  finding  and  report  of  the  special  agent  is  not  conclusive  against  the  State,  in 
the  absence  of  final  testimony  by  the  State. 

In  the  case  of  Champaign  county,  Illinois  (10  L.  D.,  121),  the  second 
allegation  of  error  was: 

The  report  of  the  United  States  special  agent  is  not  binding  on  the  State ;  and  this 
report  constitutes  the  only  evidence  on  which  the  Commissioner  bases  his  authority 
to  hold  said  tracts  for  rejection. 

In  that  case  the  Department  said: 

The  second  objection,  if  supported  by  the  facts  in  the  case,  is  a  valid  one  and  must 

be  sustained Said  report  is  not  properly  evidence  in 

the  case;  but  if  the  fActs  set  forth  therein  are  such  as  to  justify  a  doubt  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  proof  submitted,  such  report  may  properly  be  made  the  basis  for  a 

Either  investigation  by  your  office Upon  this  point  the  case 

will  be  returned  to  your  office  for  disposition,  etc. 
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The  decisions  above  quoted  from  are  in  cases  where  the  State  ap- 
plied for  indemnity  for  land  sold  by  the  United  States^  while  in  the  ca&e 
at  bar  the  State  asks  for  a  certification  of  the  land  itself;  bat  the  ef- 
fect of  a  report  of  a  special  agent  on  the  character  of  the  land  is  th^ 
same  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 

In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  State,  and  as  it 
appears  that  no  opportunity  has  been  afforded  it  to  produce  such  evi- 
dence, I  can  not  concur  in  your  conclusion  rejecting  its  claim.  This 
however,  is  not  to  be  construed  as  confirming  said  claim  but  simply  as 
refusing  to  render  a  decision  before  being  placed  in  possession  of  suoli 
facts  as  the  regulations  require  shall  be  furnished.  The  papers  are* 
therefore,  returned,  in  order  that  the  State  may  be  afforded  an  oppor- 
tunity to  support  its  claim  in  accordance  with  departmental  regulations^ 
as  was  done  in  the  cases  hereinbefore  dted  (Oass  county,  10  L.  D.,  22; 
Champaign  county,  ib.,  121). 


CERTIORAm-APPEAL^PROOEEDINGS  OlS  FINAL  PROOF. 

Beam  v.  Larson. 

An  application  for  certiorari  must  be  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  decision  deny- 

ing  the  right  of  appeal. 
The  right  of  appeal  from  the  Commissioner's  decision  is  lost,  where  the  appeal  from 

the  local  office  does  not  contain  a  specification  of  errors  and  is  dismissed  for  tJiat 

reason. 
Certiorari  will  not  be  granted  where  the  right  of  appeal  is  lost  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  applicant's  attorney. 
A  protest  against  final  proof  raises  an  issue  that  may  be  properly  tried  before  th» 

local  office,  and  on  appeal  therefrom  the  Commissioner  is  vested  with  due  jom- 

diction  over  the  case. 
Proceedings  on  final  proof  can  not  be  treated  as  ex  parte,  where  a  protest  is  filed  ftod 

evidence  fumisheil  in  support  of  the  charges  therein  made. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Febrwrf 

15j  1892. 

On  July  23, 1881,  Frank  Larson  made  homestead  entry  No.  ^  f<>^ 
the  8  i  of  the  SE  i,  and  the  S  J  of  the  SW  i  of  Section  14,  T.  U  S., 
B.  44  E.,  Blackfoot,  Idaho. 

He  gave  notice  that  he  would  submit  final  proof  on  said  entry  on  the 
31st  day  of  July,  1888,  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  at  Paris, 
Idaho.  When  he  appeared  before  said  clerk  to  submit  proof,  he  wa» 
met  by  William  D.  Beam,  who  filed  with  said  clerk  the  foUowing  pap^' 

Bbab  Lakb  Couimr,  Idaho, 

ParU  Jul$  SI,  18^» 
In  the  matter  of  Final  Proof  on  Homestead  Entry  of  Frank  Larson.    W.  N.  B.  Sh^p* 

herd;  Deputy  Clerk  United  Statos  Conrt-^ 
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Thia  is  to  notify  yon  that  1^  the  undersigned,  William  D.  Ream,  appear  before  you 
to^ay  in  order  to  protest  against  the  final  proof  of  Frank  Larson  on  his  Homestead 
Entry. 

WiLUAM  D.  Ream. 

(Endorsed:)  Filed  July  31, 1868.  A.  L.  Richardson  Clerk  of  District  Coort,  3d 
Judicial  District  Idaho.    By  W.  N.  B.  Shepherd,  Deputy. 

The  evideiice  submitted  before  the  clerk  of  the  court  was  not  con- 
sidered by  the  register  and  receiver,  because  neither  the  protestant 
Ream,  nor  entryman  Larson,  would  comply  with  the  demand  made  by 
said  officers  upon  th^n  to  pay  the  register  and  receiver  the  same  fees 
paid  the  clerk  of  the  court  for  taking  said  evidence. 

On  November  26, 1889,  you  instructed  the  register  and  receiver  to  ex- 
amine the  evidence  submitted  and  render  decision  thereon,  and  on  De- 
cember 10,  1889,  those  officers  recommended  that  Larson's  entry  be 
canceled.  He  appealed  from  said  finding  to  you.  Said  appeal  is  as 
follows: 

Kow  comes  said  defendant  and  appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  Hon.  Regist^  and 
Beceiver  in  the  above  entitled  canse,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  decision  is  not  sup- 
ported by  the  law  or  the  evidenee  in  said  case. 

Notice  of  this  appeal  was  duly  served  on  protestant  Ream,  who  filed 
the  following  objection  thereto : 

The  contestant  Ream  hereby  demurs  to  said  appeal  being  considered,  for  the  rea- 
son that  there  are  not  any  specific  points  of  objection  mentioned  to  the  ruling  ap- 
pealed from. 

On  January  28, 1891,  you  considered  said  appeal,  and  held  that — 
"The  demurrer  is  well  taken." 

The  appeal  was  dismissed  and  the  right  of  farther  appeal  denied. 
Within  twenty  days  thereafter  Larson  applied  to  this  Department  for 
an  order  under  rules  of  practice  83  to  85,  inclusive,  directing  that  the 
record  in  the  case  be  certified  up  here  for  consideration. 

On  November  4, 1891,  the  application  was  considered,  and  denied, 
because  no  copy  of  the  decision  complained  of  was  fdrnished  by  appli- 
cant. Smith  V,  Howe  (9  L.  D.,  648) ;  also  Missc.  Press  Copy  Book  228, 
p.  372. 

Under  date  of  December  24, 1891,  Larson  filed  a  motion  for  review  of 
the  decision  of  the  Department  of  November  4, 1891,  contending  that  a 
copy  of  your  decision  was  unnecessary  in  determining  his  right  to  the 
writ  of  certiorari,  and  that  said  decision  is  erroneous.  Quite  a  lengthy 
argument  is  filed,  attempting  to  show  that  said  decision  is  erroneous. 
This  motion  is  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  your  decision  denying  the  ap- 
peal. 

If  this  motion  should  be  considered  as  an  application  to  review  the 
departmental  decision  of  November  4, 1891,  it  would  have  to  be  denied. 
The  doctrine  that  one  who  applies  here  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  alleging 
that  your  decision  denying  him  an  appeal  is  erroneous,  must  furnish  a 
copy  of  said  decision,  is  weU  settled  by  the  decisions  of  this  Depart- 
ment. 

14561— VOL  14 ^12 
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However,  as  Larson  lias  now  furnished  said  copy,  and  at  tbe  hum 
time  re-filed  his  application  for  a  writ  of  certiorari,  it  may  properly  be 
treated  as  a  new  application.     Hoover  v,  Lawton  (13  L.  D.,  635). 

If  the  right  of  appeal  to  you  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and 
receiver  was  lost  through  the  laches  of  a  party  or  his  attorney  the  wAx 
will  not  be  granted.    Thomi)son  v,  Shultis  (12  L.  D.,  62). 

If  no  proper  appeal  was  taken  to  yon  from  the  decision  of  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver,  and  if  for  that  reason  said  appeal  was  dismi»:^ed  by 
you,  applicant  is  not  now  entitled  to  the  right  of  appeal  from  your  decis- 
ion, and  consequently  the  writ  could  only  be  allowed,  if  at  all,  nndei 
the  supervisory  authority  of  the  head  of  this  Department. 

The  appeal  taken  by  Larson  to  you,  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and 
receiver,  utterly  failed  to  specify  the  errors  complained  of,  as  required 
by  the  rules  of  practice.    McLaughlin  v,  Richards  (12  L.  D.,  98). 

It  was  therefore  not  error  for  you  to  have  dismissed  the  same  on  the 
motion  of  protestant. 

In  the  present  application,  one  of  the  grounds  for  which  redress  is 
sought,  is  that  the  attorneys  heretofore  employed  by  him,  have  com 
mitted  errors  or  have  been  unfaithfal  to  his  cause.  In  answer  to  this 
claim  it  may  be  said,  as  was  said  in  the  case  of  l^ichols  v.  Gillette  {\2 
L.  D.,  388),  that,  "The  purpose  of  the  writ  of  certiorari  is  not  the  cor- 
rection of  errors  resulting  from  the  laehes  of  the  party  applying  there- 
for." (Tomay,  et  al,  v.  Stewart,  1  L.  D.,  570).  And  it  has  been  re- 
peatedly held  that  the  writ  of  certiorari  will  not  be  granted  where  the 
right  of  appeal  is  lost  through  the  attorneys  negligence.  Ariel  C.  flar- 
ris  (6  L.  D.,  122);  Asher  v.  Holmes  (8  L.  D.,  396). 

This  is  true  even  where  the  attorney  had  absconded.  Thomas  C. 
Oook  (10  L.  D.,  324). 

Of  course,  as  heretofore  intimated,  if  it  should  be  made  to  appear 
that  the  entryman  is  justly  entitled  to  relief,  it  may  be  granted  ander 
the  supervisory  authority.    Oscar  T.  Roberts  (8  L.  D.,  423). 

Does  the  showing  made  in  this  case  justify  the  Department  in  exer- 
cising that  authority? 

The  application  is  made  upon  the  following  grounds: 

Ist;  The  Uonorable  Commiesioner  had  no  jnrisdiction  of  the  said  case. 

2nd;  The  Land  Office  at  Blackfoot,  Idaho,  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  said  ciM. 

3d ;  No  contest  was  ever  initiated  by  said  contestant,  and  contestant  at  the  tiotf 
defendant  offered  hiR  final  proof  had  no  interest  in  the  land  embraced  in  defendant*! 
entry, 

4th ;  The  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  the  third  judicial  district,  territory  of 
Idaho,  had  no  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  take  testimony  in  said  case. 

5th ;  The  appeal  of  Larson  from  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver  heieio 
dated  December  10, 1891,  is  sufficient  and  not  subject  to  demurrer  or  dismissal. 

6th;  That  the  Honorable  Commissioner  should  have  considered  this  caseMtf 
ordinary  final  proof  and  not  as  a  contest  upon  default  and  if  upon  examination  In 
should  have  deemed  the  proof  insufficient  the  action  should  have  been  to  aQow  tba 
entryman  an  opportunity  to  fUmish  additional  proof. 
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In  answer  to  tlie  first  assignment  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  Larson 
submitted  final  proof  for  cei'tain  of  the  public  land  included  in  his 
homestead  entry.  Beam  protested,  asserting  that  Larson  had  not  com- 
plied with  the  law.  The  register  and  receiver  decided  the  case,  and  an 
api^eal  was  taken  to  you.  It  may  not  be  truthfully  said  that  you  had 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  case 

In  the  second,  third  and  fourth  assignments,  it  is  contended  that  the 
register  and  receiver,  and  the  clerk  of  the  district  court,  had  no  juris- 
diction to  hear  the  case,  because  no  sworn  contest  nor  protest  was  filed 
by  Beam.  It  is  true  that  at  first  he  did  not  assume  the  position  of  con- 
testant, but  rather  that  of  a  protestant,  but  when  Larson  attempted  to 
make  final  proof  Beam's  right  to  protest  it  was  unquestioned,  and  the 
register  and  receiver,  or  the  clerk  of  the  court  designated  by  them,  had 
authority  to  hear  said  protest. 

The  fifth  assignment,  contending  that  the  appeal  taken  from  the  local 
office  is  sufficient  under  the  rules,  has  already  been  shown  to  be  clearly 
deficient. 

The  sixth  and  last  assignment  avers  that  you  should  have  considered 
the  final  proof  of  Larson  as  expcmrte^  the  protest  of  Beam  being  illegal, 
and  if  said  proof  was  deemed  by  you  to  be  insufficient,  additional  proof 
should  have  been  required. 

The  protest  of  Beam  having  been  -decided  to  be  legal,  of  course  you 
could  not  have  ignored  the  evidence  submitted  by  him. 

The  contention  of  counsel,  as  embodied  in  the  assignment  of  errors 
and  argument,  accompanying  the  application,  fails  to  show  that  error 
has  been  committed;  at  least,  such  an  error  as  would  call  for  the  exer- 
cise of  the  supervisory  authority  possessed  by  this  Department.  The 
applicant  has  had  his  day  in  court,  and  if  he  failed  to  have  you  pass 
upon  his  case  on  its  merits,  the  failure  was  due  to  his  own  acts  and 
those  of  his  chosen  counsel,  in  not  following  the  plain  rules  of  procedure 
of  the  land  department. 

The  application  is  denied. 


Moses  et  ax.  v.  Fiok  et  al. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  September  24, 1891^  13 
L.  D.)  333,  denied  by  Secretary  l^oble,  February  IS,  1893. 


180  DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC  LANDS. 

MINING  CLAIM— ADVERSE  PROCEEDINGS— WAIVEB. 

Nettie  Lode  v.  Texas  Lode. 

One  who  files  an  adverse  claim  out  of  time,  and  subsequently  brings  suit  thereon  bat 
not  within  the  statutory  period,  does  not  occupy  the  statas  of  an  *^  ady«m 
claimant "  but  that  of  a  mere  **  protestant "  without  interest. 

An  adverse  claim  filed  ont  of  time,  and  subsequent  judicial  proceedings  baaed  thciMn 
but  not  begun  within  the  period  prescribed,  do  not  preclude  the  allowance  of  % 
mineral  entry ;  nor  does  the  pendency  of  such  proceedings  bar  the  ifisaanee  (»f 
patent  on  said  entry. 

The  failure  of  an  adverse  claimant  to  prosecute  his  suit  in  the  courts  with  reasonable 
diligence  is  a  waiver  of  the  adverse  claim,  and  warrants  the  Department  in  pro- 
ceeding to  final  action  on  the  claim  of  the  applicant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Officey  ftln- 

ary  16, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  George  H.  Kohn,  as  daimant  of  the 
Nettie  Lode,  from  your  judgment  of  September  6,  1890,  rejecting  his 
adverse  claim  filed  in  the  land  office  at  Durango,  Colorado,  on  March 
iiO,  1886,  against  mineral  application  No.  684,  by  John  R.  Curry,  for 
himself  and  others,  as  co-owners  of  the  Texas  Lode* 

Said  Curry  filed  application  for  patent  January  6, 1886.  Publication 
was  made  in  a  weekly  newspaper  from  January  16, 1886,  to  March  20, 
1886,  and  the  following  foot-note  is  appended  to  the  printed  notice,  to 
wit: 

First  pub.  Jan.  16, 1886. 
"    pub.  March  20,  1886. 

Section  2325  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  requires  the  register  of  the 
land  office,  upon  the  filing  of  an  application  for  a  patent,  to  publish  a 
notice  thereof  "  for  the  period  of  sixty  days,"  and  provides  that  "at 
the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication  the  claimant  shall  file 
his  iiffidavit,"  and  if  no  adverse  claim  shall  have  been  filed  "  at  the  ei- 
])iration  of  the  sixty  days  of  publication,  it  shall  be  assumed  that  the 
applicant  is  entitled  to  a  patent." 

By  mining  circular  of  October  31, 1881,  section  34,  the  following  in- 
struction is  given  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  carrying  out  the  above  pro- 
vision as  to  publication,  "  In  all  cases  sixty  days  must  intervene  be- 
tween the  first  and  last  insertion  of  the  notice  in  such  newspaper. 
When  the  notice  is  published  in  a  weekly  newspax>er  ten  conaecatiTe 
insertions  are  necessary." 

The  foot  note  in  this  case  is  not  required  by  the  statute,  and  is  no 
part  of  the  notice,  but  is  appended  for  convenient  reference  as  to  the 
first  and  last  insertions  of  the  notice  in  the  newspaper,  and  it  is  evi- 
dent tliat  in  all  cases  of  publication  in  a  weekly  newspaper  the  tenth  or 
last  insertion  must  be  on  the  sixty-third  day  after  the  first  insertion, 
excluding  the  first  day  of  publication  from  the  computation,  accordion 
to  the  well  established  rule.    Miner  v.  Mariott  (2  L.  D.,  709)  j  Bonesdl 
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V.  McNider  (13  L.  D.,  286).  Whenever,  therefore,  the  foot-note  cor- 
rectly gives  the  date  of  the  first  and  tenth  insertion  of  the  notice  in  a 
'weekly  newspaper  it  is  a  notice  to  all  whom  it  may  concern  that  the 
last  insertion  jnst  completes  the  ninth  week,  and  is  the  sixty-third  day 
of  publication  in  every  such  case.  "So  one  using  ordinary  care  can  be 
misled  by  such  a  notice. 

In  this  case  the  publication  was  in  a  weekly  newspaper,  and  the  first 
publication  being  on  January  16, 1886,  and  the  tenth  or  last  on  March 
20,  1886,  this  was  notice  that  March  20th,  1886,  was  the  sixty-third  day 
irom  January  16, 1886,  and  that  March  17th,  1886,  was  the  sixtieth  and 
last  day  upon  which  an  adverse  claim  could  be  filed.  The  adverse  claim 
^w^as  in  fact  executed  on  March  19, 1886,  and  filed  in  the  land  office  on 
March  20, 1886,  or  three  days  too  late.  By  an  oversight  the  adverse 
claim  was  in  fact  received  at  the  local  office  and  filed  without  objection, 
aud  was  not  rejected  by  the  local  officers  till  more  than  a  year  there- 
after. 

By  section  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  it  is  provided  that — 

It  shall  be  the  daty  of  the  adverse  claimant,  'within  thirty  days  after  filing  his 
daini;  to  oommence  proceedings  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction^  to  determine 
the  q^uestion  of  the  right  of  possession,  and  prosecute  the  same  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence to  final  Judgment,  and  a  failure  so  to  do  shall  be  a  waiver  of  his  adverse  claim. 


the  adverse  claim  was  filed  on  March  20, 1886,  the  thirtieth  day 
thereafter  was  April  19, 1886,  and  it  appears  by  the  certificate  of  the  clerk 
of  the  district  court  of  the  county  of  San  Miguel  that  the  required  suit 
was  not  commenced  till  AprD  21, 1886,  or  on  the  thirty-second  day  after 
the  filing  of  said  adverse  claim,  or  two  days  too  late.  This  failure  was 
a  nvaiver  of  the  adverse  claim  as  provided  by  the  statute  above  cited, 
and  the  suit  does  not  appear  to  have  been  prosecuted.  So  that  the  ad- 
verse claim  would  have  been  barred  even  if  filed  in  time.  Upon  the 
j^cts  it  seems  to  have  been  doubly  barred. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  register  of  the  land  ofQce  by  his  letter 
of  November  12, 1887,  notified  the  said  Kohn  "to  appear  at  this  office 
on  or  before  Thursday  December  29, 1887,  and  show  cause,  if  any  you 
have,  why  the  said  Texas  Lode  is  not  subject  to  entry  by  the  said  John 
B.  Curry  and  his  co-owners." 

Said  letter  was  received  by  said  Kohn  on  November  14, 1886,  as  ap- 
X>ears  by  his  registry  return  receipt,  but  no  appearance  was  made  by 
said  Kohn  or  on  behalf  of  said  Nettie  Lode,  atid  mineral  entry  No.  6Si: 
was  allowed  at  4:30  o'clock  p.  m.  on  said  December  29, 1886,  by  the  land 
officers,  and  final  certificate  and  receipt  duly  issued. 

On  December  30, 1887,  the  claimant  of  the  Lettie  Lode  filed  a  "  pro- 
test against  the  granting  of  a  receiver's  receipt  for  the  Texas  Lode,"  for 
the  reason  that  said  adverse  claim  had  been  filed  and  said  suit  had  been 
instituted,  and  that  negotiations  had  been  entered  into  towards  a  set- 
tlement of  their,  conflicting  interests. 
As  the  adverse  claim  was  already  barred,  the  protestant  had  no  inter* 
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est,  when  the  protest  was  filed,  that  can  be  recognized,  and  he  must  be 
regarded  as  a  ^Hhird  party"  to  all  intents  and  purposes;  andtheiefore 
can  only  be  heard  in  accordance  with  that  clause  of  said  section  2325, 
which  provides  that  <^  thereafter  no  objection  from  third  parties  to  the 
issuance  of  a  patent  shall  be  heard,  except  it  be  shown  that  the  appli- 
cant has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  this  chapter."  But  tiiia 
protest  makes  no  such  allegations,  and  therefore  is  not  brought  within 
the  foregoing  provision.  Bright  v.  Elkhom  Company  (8  L.  D.,  122;. 
Furthermore,  the  protestant  has  made  his  objection  and  has  been  heard 
thereon,  and  has  therefore  exhausted  the  privilege  conferred  upon  him 
by  the  statute  as  a  ^Hhird  party."  His  objection  has  been  duly  con- 
sidered and  has  been  overruled,  and,  being  without  interest,  the  statute 
gives  him  no  right  of  appeal.  The  protest  was  also  filed  one  day  after 
the  entry  was  made  to  which  it  objected. 

On  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  you  rejected  the  ad- 
verse claim  and  dismissed  the  protest. 

On  the  appeal  to  this  Depai^tment)  there  are  assigned  substantiallr 
three  errors: 

(1)  In  deciding  that  said  adyerse  claim  of  the  "  Nettie  "  was  not  filed  in  time. 

(2)  In  dismissing  the  protest  of  the  ''  Nettie  "  claimant, 

(3)  In  holding  the  allegations  of  the  adverse  claim  and  protest  insufficient. 

These  contentions  cannot  be  sustained  for  the  reasons  already  given. 
The  adverse  claim  was  rightly  rejected  because  not  filed  in  time.  If  it 
had  been  filed  in  time  it  was  the  duty  of  the  adverse  claimant  to  have 
had  recourse  to  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  settle  his  contro- 
versy with  the  Texas  Lode,  as  provided  by  .section  2326,  above  cited, 
and  this  Department  is  not  the  proper  forum  to  determine  that  contro- 
versy. Having  failed,  both  in  filing  his  adverse  claim  and  in  bringing 
his  suit  within  the  required  time,  there  was  no  reason  why  the  entry  of 
the  Texas  Lode  should  be  longer  stayed,  and  it  was  properly  aUowed.  It 
follows  that  the  allegations  contained  in  the  adverse  claim  and  protest 
cannot  be  considered. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  what  judgment  should  now  be  ren- 
dered f  Are  the  appellants  entitled  to  a  judgment  that  patent  issue  to 
them  in  regular  order  of  business,  or  should  a  patent  be  withheld  to 
await  the  judgment  that  may  be  rendered  by  the  court  in  which  suit 
appears  to  be  now  pending! 

The  statute  (Section  2326)  provides  in  express  terms  when  and  under 
what  circumstances  this  Department  is  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction,  as 
follows : 

Where  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  during  the  period  of  publication, lU 

proceedings  except  the  publication  of  notice  and  making  and  filing  of  the  affidavit 
thereof^  shall  be  stayed  until  the  controversy  shall  have  been  settled  or  decided  by  ft 
court  of  competent  Jurisdiction,  or  the  adverse  claim  waived. 

Then  follows  the  provision  already  cited  that  the  adverse  daimant 
must  ^<  within  thirty  days  after  filing  his  claim" commence  proceedings 
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in  court,  and  that  <^  a  failure  so  to  do  shall  be  a  waiver  of  his  adverse 
claim.^ 

In  the  case  of  the  Richmond  Mining  Oompany  v.  Rose  (114  IT.  S.,  576), 
where  there  had  been  delays  in  the  court,  and  the  local  oflScers  had 
decided  that  such  delays  constituted  a  waiver,  it  was  held  that  the  land 
officers  had  no  power  to  make  such  a  decision.  Justice  Miller,  in  con- 
struing this  provision,  says,  page  585,— 

What,  then,  is  meant  by  the  phrase,  *'  allproeeeding  shaU  be  stayed  until  the  con- 
troy  ersy  is  settled  or  decided  by  a  court,  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  the  adverse 

claim  waived  f" 
We  can  imagine  several  ways  in  which  it  can  be  shown  that  the  adverse  claim  is 

waived  without  invading  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  while  the  case  is  still  pend- 
ing. One  of  these  would  be  the  production  of  an  instrument  signed  by  the  contest- 
ant, and  duly  authenticated,  that  he  had  sold  his  interest  to  the  other  party,  or  had 
abandoned  his  claim  and  his  contest.  Or,  since  the  act  says  that  all  proceedings 
shall  be  stayed  in  the  land  office  from  the  filing  of  the  adverse  claim  and  not  from  the 
commencement  of  the  action  in  the  court,  within  thirty  days,  such  delay  of  thirty 
days  is  made  by  the  statute  conclusive  of  a  waiver.  A  filing  in  the  records  of  the 
court  by  the  plaintiff  of  a  plea  that  he  abandons  his  case  or  waives  his  claim,  might 
authorize  the  land  office  to  proceed. 

As  it  uppears  by  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  tlie  court  to  which  this 
suit  was  brought,  that  it  was  not  commenced  till  more  than  thirty  days 
"  from  the  filing  of  the  adverse  claim,''  it  follows  from  the  above  deci- 
sion that  this  Department  ought  to  hold  that  ^^  the  adverse  claim  is 
waived,"  and  can  so  hold  "  without  invading  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  while  the  case  is  still  pending."    "  Such  delay  of  thirty  days  is 
made  by  the  statute  conclusive  of  a  waiver."    The  same  must  be  true 
of  the  failure  to  file  an  adverse  claim  "  during  the  period  of  publica- 
tion."   The  statute  says  that  in  such  case  <<  it  shall  he  assumed  that  the 
applicant  is  entitled  to  a  patent,"  and  "  that  no  adverse  claim  exists." 
(Section  2325.)    This  provision  is  mandatory  and  conclusive,  and  this 
Department  has  no  option  in  the  matter,  but  is  obliged  to  assume  that 
the  defendants  are  entitled  to  a  patent.     I  find  the  decisions  of  this 
Department  accord  with  this  view.    In  Brown  v.  Bond  (11  L.  D.,  160), 
the  adverse  claim  was  filed  within  the  sixty  days  of  publication,  and  a 
suit  was  instituted  within  thirty  days  thereafter.    Entry  was  allowed 
after  the  suit  was  commenced  because  the  adverse  claim  was  filed  by 
attorneys  without  filing  proper  authority,  and  it  was  held  that  such 
entry  was  wrongfully  allowed,  and  that  a  mere  irregularity  should  "  not 
defeat  the  right  of  the  claimant  to  have  the  controversy  settled  by  tlio 
appropriate  tribunal,  if  he  has  complied  with  the  statute."    The  infer- 
ence is  that  if  he  had  not  complied  with  the  statute,  his  said  right  was 
defeated. 

In  Meyer  v.  Hyman  (7  L.  D.,  83),  the  adverse  claim  was  filed  within 
the  sixty  days  of  publication,  and  suit  was  brought  within  thirty  days 
thereafter,  and  there  was  therefore  no  waiver  of  the  adverse  claim. 

The  same  state  of  facts  existed  in  the  case  of  Ovens  v.  Stephens  (2  L. 
D.,  699),  and  it  is  said, — "  The  only  question  that  can  arise  upon  this 
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state  of  facts  is  whether  the  adverse  claimants  have  complied  with  the 
terms  of  the  statute  above  mentioned,  so  as  to  bring  their  case  within 
it.  In  my  opinion,  the  adverse  claimants  in  this  case  have  shown  such 
compliance,'*  that  "in  the  manner  pointed  ont  by  the  statute  hasheen 
raised  an  issue  or  *  controversy'  between  the  contending  parties ''as  to 
the  land  in  dispute,  and  that  the  Department  had  no  jurisdiction  oyer 
that  matter.  The  implication  is  that  if  the  claimant  had  not  complied 
with  the  statute,  the  Department  would  not  have  been  ousted  of  its 

jurisdiction. 

In  Eeed  v.  Hoyt  (1  L.  D.,  603),  the  adverse  claim  was  sworn  to  in  Bos- 
ton, and  it  is  said  by  the  Secretary, — "  As  it  appears  however,  that  suit 
was  commenced  on  this  claim  within  the  required  time,  and  is  now 
pending,  I  am  unwilling  upon  technical  reasons  to  interpose  objections 
to  an  adjudication  of  the  claim  by  the  appropriate  tribunal. "  Here,  as 
in  all  the  other  cases  cited,  the  test  of  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  made 
to  depend  upon  the  fact  that  the  suit  was  brought  within  the  required 
time. 

In  the  case  of  Bel  v,  Aitkin  (SickePs  Mining  Decisions,  p.  1%),  Sec- 
retary Schurz  says  (p.  198), — 

I  Bee  nothing  in  the  statute  that  requires  an  adverse  claimant,  who  seeks  to  pro- 
tect his  rights  in  the  courts,  which  have  been  opened  to  him,  to  establish  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  this  department  that  he  has  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
mining  law,  to  a  further  extent  than  of  properly  asserting  his  adverse  claim. 

In  the  case  of  Chambers  v.  Pitts  (idem,  p.  293)  Secretary  Chandler, 
after  citing  the  statute  above  quoted,  says  (p.  297), 

The  only  question  which  can  ever  arise  is  whether  the  adverse  claimant  has  com- 
plied with  its  terms,  so  as  to  bring  his  case  within  it.  He  must  file  his  claim  dario:;: 
the  period  of  publication,  showing  its  ''nature,  boundaries,  and  extent,"  andbrin;; 
suit  for  a  recovery  of  the  possession  of  it  within  thirty  days  thereafter,  or  be  deemed 
to  have  waived  it. 

In  the  case  of  Wood  v,  Hyde  (idem,  189),  where  a  second  suit  was  not 
commenced  within  the  time  allowed,  it  was  held,  that  "the  case  will 
be  taken  up  for  final  action  in  its  regular  order  as  though  no  adverse 
claim  had  been  filed." 

In  Morse  v,  Streeter  (idem,  190),  where  a  second  suit  was  commenced 
after  thirty  days,  it  was  decided  that  "the  fact  that  Morse  commenced 
another  suit  against  the  applicants  for  patent  and  other  parties,  lon^ 
after  the  thirty  days  allowed  in  our  decision  had  expired,  will  not  be 
considered  by  this  office.'' 

It  may  be  contended  that  because  the  local  officers  in  fact  received 
the  adverse  claim,  and  suit  has  actually  been  brought  in  court,  that 
this  Department  has  no  authority  to  question  its  jurisdiction,  but  if  the 
claim  is  not  filed  as  required  it  is  not  filed  at  all  in  legal  contemplation, 
and  the  wrongful  action  of  the  local  officers  in  receiving  the  claim  after 
the  period  of  publication  had  expired  cannot  make  the  filing  legal  nor 
defeat  the  operation  of  the  statute,  or  effect  a  repeal  of  its  provimonS) 
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neither  can  assent  be  yielded  to  the  proposition  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  in  which  the  suit  is  commenced  cannot  be  questioned  by 
this  Department. 

The  boundary  b'ne  between  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Department  and 
that  of  the  courts  under  Section  2326  is  clearly  defined.  The  Depart- 
ment must  decide  whether  or  not  "  an  adverse  claim  is  filed  during  the 
period  of  publication'',  and  if  so  filed,  whether  or  not  the  claimant 
brought  suit  "  within  thirty  days''  thereafter,  while  it  is  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  "  to  determine  the  question  of  the  right  of  posses- 
sion." If  the  adverse  claim  is  not  filed  "  during  the  period  of  publica- 
tion," or  suit  not  brought  as  required,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
does  not  attach.  And  this  Department  is  bound  to  presume  that  the 
courts  will  not  violate  the  law  and  assume  jurisdiction  in  such  cases. 
The  law  "will  presume  that  all  things  are  rightly  done,  unless  the  cir- 
Gomstances  of  the  case  overturn  this  presumption,  according  to  the 
maxim,  omnia  presumunter  rite  et  aolemniter  esse  ncta,  donee  probetur  tn 
contrarium.^    Bank  of  U.  S  v.  Dandridge  (12  Wheat.,  64,  70). 

If  a  court,  however,  should  "  overturn  this  presumption,"  and  assume 
jurisdiction,  without  authority  of  law,  any  judgment  it  might  render 
upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy  would  be  also  without  authority, 
and  null  and  void. 

The  principles  that  would  then  be  applicable  are  thus  enunciated  by 
the  supreme  court: 

Where  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  has  a  right  to  decide  every  question  which  oc- 
curs in  the  cause ;  and  whether  ite  decisions  he  correct  or  otherwise,  its  jndgmenti 
until  reversed,  is  regarded  as'hinding  in  every  other  court.  But  if  it  act  without 
authority y  ite  orders  are  regarded  as  nullities.  They  are  not  voidable  hut  simply 
void,  and  form  no  bar  to  a  recovery  sought  even  prior  to  a  reversal  in  opposition  to 
them.  They  constitute  no  justification  and  all  persons  concerned  in  executing  snch 
jadgments  or  sentences  are  considered  in  law  as  trespassers.  Elliot  v.  Peirsol,  (1 
Peters,  340). 

Upon  the  request  of  this  Department,  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the 
district  court  in  and  for  San  Miguel  county,  wherein  said  suit  is  pend- 
ing, dated  January  9, 1892,  has  been  transmitted,  showing  the  then 
status  of  said  suit.  It  appears  that  no  action  has  been  taken  therein 
since  its  commencement,  April  21, 1886,  except  to  continue  the  case 
fpom  term  to  term, — a  period  of  nearly  six  years.  Such  delay  on  the 
part  of  the  adverse  claimant  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  compliance  with 
that  provision  of  said  section  2326,  which  makes  it  his  duty  to  <' prose- 
cute the  same  with  reasonable  dLLigence,"  and  provider  that  ^^  a  failure 
to  do  so  shall  be  a  waiver  of  his  adverse  claim."  He  has  clearly  not 
complied  with  the  statute  in  this  respect,  and  cannot  comlain  if  his  ^^  fail- 
ure'' be  now  adjudged  "  a  waiver  of  his  adverse  claim,"  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  statute. 

From  this  review  I  am  in  no  doubt  that  it  is  my  duty  to  assume  that 
^'uo  adverse  claim  exists,"  and  adjudge  that  the  applicants  are  legally 
"  entitled  to  a  patent" 
Tour  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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MINERAL  LAND-TOWNSITE  ENTRT— MINING  CLAIM. 

Pedebson  Lode  v.  Black  Hawk  Townsitb,  bt  al. 

In  case  of  a  patented  townsite  entry  of  land  containing  a  Yalnable  mineral  depodt» 
known  to  exist  prior  to  the  townsite  application,  and  subseqnently  entered  byft 
mineral  claimant,  the  Department,  to  obviate  judicial  proceedings,  may  accept  a 
reconveyance  of  the  land  erroneously  patented^  and  thus  acquire  jurisdiction  to 
pass  upon  the  validity  of  the  mineral  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Oha/ndler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  Qei^eral 

Land  Office^  February  16j  1892. 

On  October  8, 1883,  Herman  Pederson  made  mineral  entry  No.  2445, 
Central  City,  Colorado.  It  now  appears  that  a  part  of  the  claim  is 
embi  aced  in  the  townsite  entry  of  Black  Hawk,  upon  which  a  patent 
was  issued  on  January  17, 1874,  and  the  balance  of  the  tract  included 
in  the  mineral  entry  is  embraced  in  the  townsite  entry  of  Central  City 
upon  which  patent  issued  July  10, 1876. 

The  mineral  claimant  has  filed  his  corroborated  affidavit,  charging 
that  the  tract  included  in  his  mineral  entry  is  valuable  for  its  miner- 
als, and  that  the  existence  of  said  valuable  mineral  deposit  in  the  form 
of  rock  in  place  wa«  known  at  the  dates  when  the  towusites  applied 
for  patents  and  that  his  mine,  the  said  Pederson  Lode,  is  capable  of 
being  profitably  worked  for  its  mineral  product. 

In  addition  a  stipulation  was  filed  signed  by  the  officials  of  each  of 
the  townsites  and  by  mineral  claimant,  wherein  said  townsites  disclaim 
any  interest  in  the  tract  included  in  the  mineral  entry,  and  waived  all 
objections  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent  therefor.  It  was  also  stipulated 
that  a  hearing  should  be  held  on  April  17, 1889.  The  hearing  was  held, 
and  the  register  and  receiver  found  from  the  evidence  submitted  that 
the  allegations  of  the  mineral  applicant  were  true. 

On  October  7, 1890,  you  considered  the  case  and  very  properly  held 
that  the  issuance  of  the  patents  deprived  the  land  department  of  all 
jurisdiction  over  the  premises.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  entry  was 
improperly  allowed  after  the  land  was  patented,  you  held  it  for  cancel- 
lation. 

An  appeal  has  been  taken  from  your  judgment  to  this  Department 
Your  judgment  is  correct  as  far  as  it  goes,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
town  authorities  of  Black  Hawk  and  Central  City  should  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  convey  the  tract  included  in  the  mineral  entry  to  t^e 
government,  and  thus  reinvest  it  with  jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  the 
claim  of  Pederson.  This  conveyance  should  be  absolute  and  should  he 
accompanied  by  abstracts  of  title  showing  that  the  land  has  not  been 
previously  conveyed. 

This  course  will  bring  about  the  same  result  that  would  probably  be 
attained  at  the  end  of  tedious  litigation.  Juniata  Lode  (13  L.  D.,  715). 
You  will  therefore  allow  the  parties  sufficient  time  within  which  the 
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mineral  applicant  may  procure  a  reconveyance  of  the  tract  by  the  town- 
sites  to  the  United  States,  together  with  proper  abstract  of  title  show- 
ing that  the  tract  has  not  been  previously  disposed  of  by  said  townsites. 

If  the  conveyance  be  made  you  will  readjudicate  the  claim  of  Peder- 
son ;  if  not,  you  will  transmit  the  papers  to  this  Department. 

fSrom  the  showing  made  at  the  hearing,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  the  mine  in  this  case  was  known  to  exist  and  capable  of  being 
profitably  worked  for  its  product  long  before  and  at  tJie  dates  upon 
which  the  townsites  applied  for  their  patents. 

Your  judgment  is  accordingly  modified. 


BAII^BOAD  GliANT-CONFLICTING  LTMITS-rORrEITimB. 

Obb(K)n  and,  California  R.  R.  Co. 

The  frrant  of  the  odd  numbered  sections  within  the  over-lapping  primary  limits  of 
the  Northern  Pacific,  and  Oregon  and  California  roads,  east  of  Portland,  Oregon, 
waA  for  the  benefit  of  the  former  company  under  the  act  of  Jnly,2,  1864,  and  the 
forfeiture  thereof  by  the  act  of  September  29,  1890,  is  to  the  extent  of  the  with* 
drawal  made  under  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  1864;  and  under  said  act  of 
forfeiture  no  rights  of  the  Oregon  and  California  road  are  recognized  within 
said  conflicting  limits. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Feb- 
ruary 17^  1892. 

1  have  considered  the  protest  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Oregon  and  Cali- 
fornia Railroad  Company,  against  so  much  of  the  instructions  issued 
by  your  office,  under  the  forfeiture  act  of  September  29,  1890  (26  Stat., 
496],  as  relates  to  the  lands  falling  within  the  conflict,  or  overlap,  of  the 
grante  for  the  Northern  Pacific  and  Oregon  and  California  Bailroad 
Companies,  east  of  Portland,  Oregon, 

By  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  a  grant 
was  made  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  railroad  from  a  point  on  Lake  Superior,  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  or  Wisconsin,  westwardly  by  the  most  eligible  route,  to  be 
determined  by  the  company,  on  a  line  north  of  the  45th  degree  of  lati- 
tude, to  some  point  on  Puget  Sound,  with  a  branch  via  the  valley  of 
the  Columbia  river,  to  some  point  at  or  near  Portland,  in  the  State  of 
Oregon. 

The  joint  resolution  of  May  31, 1870  (16  Stat.,  378),  authorized  the 
company  to  locate  and  construct  '^its  main  line  to  some  point  on  Puget 
Sound  via  the  valley  of  the  Columbia  river,  with  the  right  to  locate  and 
construct  its  branch  from  some  convenient  point  on  its  main  trunk 
line  across  the  Cascade  mountains  to  Puget  Sound." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  effect  of  said  resolution  was  to  change  the 
branch  to  main  Une,  and  v%(^  versa^  and  also  to  provide  for  a  land  grant 
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for  the  new  line — viz :  a  connecting  piece  between  Portland,  Oregon, 
and  Puget  Sound. 

The  location  of  the  road,  as  shown  npon  the  map  of  general  route 
filed  and  accepted  Angust  13, 1870,  follows  the  Columbia  river  from 
Wallula,  Washington,  to  a  point  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  just  op- 
posite to  Portland,  Oregon.  Between  Wallula,  Washington,  and  Port- 
land, Oregon,  the  road  was  not  constructed,  and,  hence,  comes  witliin  the 
t^rms  of  the  first  section  of  the  forfeiture  act,  before  referred  to,  whicli 
provides: 

That  there  is  hereby  forfeited  to  the  Uuited  States,  and  the  United  States  herrbT 
resumes  the  title  thereto,  all  lands  heretofore  granted  to  any  State  or  to  any  corpo- 
ration to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  conterminous  with  the 
portion  of  any  such  railroad  not  now  completed,  and  in  operation,  for  the  coiistnn'- 
tiou  or  benefit  of  which  such  lands  were  granted ;  ai>d  aU  such  lands  are  de^-lared  to 
be  a  part  of  the  public  domain :  Providedy  That  this  act  shaU  not  be  const  rued  as 
forfeiting  the  right  of  way  or  station  grounds  of  any  railroad  company  h«-r«;tofore 
granted. 

The  protestant  claims  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  25, 
1860  (14  Stat.,  239),  which  provided  for  the  building  of  a  road  from 
Portland,  Oregon,  to  the  south  boundary  of  Oregon  to  connect  with 
the  California  and  Oregon  Railroad,  and  made  a  grant  of  "every  alter- 
nate section  of  public  land,  not  mineral,  designated  by  odd  nuniberjs 
to  the  amount  of  twenty  alternate  sections  per  mile  (ten  on  each  aide) 
of  said  railroad."    It  further  provided : 

and  when  any  of  said  alternate  sections  or  parts  of  sections  shall  be  fonnd  to  bare 
been  granted,  sold,  reser^'ed.  occupied  by  homestead  settlers,  pre-empted,  or  otber- 
wise  disposed  of,  other  lands  designated  as  aforesaid  shall  be  selected  by  said  compasifi 
in  lieu  thereof,  nnder  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  '»i  the  Interior,  in  alternate  sec- 
tions designated  by  odd  nnmbers,  as  aforesaid,  nearest  to  and  not  more  than  ten 
miles  beyond  the  limits  of  said  first-named  alternate  sections. 

The  Oregon  and  California  Railroad  Company  filed  a  map  of  definite 
location  of  its  road  opposite  this  land  October  29,  1869,  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  this  Department  January  29,  1870,  upon  which  withdrawal 
was  ordered,  and  the  road  was  duly  built  opposite  these  lands  within 
the  time  limited  by  law  for  the  construction  of  the  road. 

Under  the  rulings  in  force  in  the  administration  of  land  grants,  k 
this  Department,  prior  to  1878,  it  was  held  that  priority  of  location  gave 
priority  of  right  to  lands  within  conflicting  limits,  and  a  large  number 
of  tracts  were  patented  to  the  Oregon  and  California  Bailroad  Com- 
pany, within  the  conflict  now  under  consideration. 
'    In  your  instructions  to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Oregon  City,  Ore- 
gon, dated  January  19, 1891  (not  reported),  under  the  forfeiture  dfit,  i^ 
was  held  by  you  that,  east  of  Portland,  Oregon,  the  grant  for  the  North- 
em  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  is  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (s^pr^h 
which  being  prior  to  the  act  making  the  grant  for  the  Oregon  and  Cal- 
ifornia Bailroad  Company,  it  follows  that  .the  lands  embraced  witikio 
the  withdrawal  under  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  1864  were  excepted 
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from  the  later  grant,  and  by  the  forfeiture  act  said  lands  were  restored 
to  the  public  domain. 

The  princix>al  grounds  on  which  the  protest  on  behalf  of  the  Oregon 
and  California  Bailroad  Company  is  based  are  as  follows: 

The  Northern  Paoiiic  received  its  authority  of  law  to  locate  its  main  line  to  Port- 
land by  the  Joint  reeolntion  of  Slat  May,  1870,  and  filed  a  map  of  general  route  13th 
AaguBti  1870.  It  never  made  a  definite  location  opposite  this  place  where  the  conflict 
onder  discussion  exists,  and  though  In  the  general  sense  of  the  forfeiture  act  of  1890 
that  company  had  a  grant  of  lands  on  that  general  route,  that  grant  not  having  been 
definitely  located,  it  could  not  now  be  held  that  it  ever  took  effect  by  relation  as  of 
the  date  of  the  grant,  whether  the  date  of  the  grant  be  July  2, 1864,  or  May  31, 1870. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  the  joint  resolution  of  1870  was  substan- 
tially a  new  grant  of  lands  within  limits  to  the  extent  mentioned  in  the 
charter  of  the  company,  and  excepted  therefrom  lauds  included  in  grants 
made  subsequent  to  July  2, 1864,  and  prior  to  the  definite  location  of 
the  road. 

As  stated  by  the  company,  "The  Northern  Pacific  Company  was  thus 
provided  with  indemnity  therefor,  if  it  lost  lands  because  of  tlie  grant 
to  the  Oregon  and  California  Company  which  Congress  intended  to 
recognize.'^ 

It  is  first  necessary  to  determine  which  is  the  prior  grant  within  the 
conflict  referred  to,  for  within  conflicting  limits  neither  priority  of  loca- 
tion nor  priority  of  construction  gives  priority  of  right,  but  iiueach  case 
the  respectiye  rights  are  determined  as  of  the  dates  of  the  acts  making 
the  grants.  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Railroad  Company  v.  Kansas 
Pa<'ific  Railroad  Company,  97  U.  S.,  491 ;  St.  Paul  and  Sioux  City  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Winona  and  St.  Peter  R.  R.  Co.,  112  U.  S.  720.  It  is  true 
that  in  these  cases  the  roads  had  been  definitely  located,  but  it  would 
seem  that  the  reasoning  in  said  cases  applies  with  equal  force  to  the 
matter  under  consideration. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  {supra)^  provided 
for  the  construction,  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  of  a 
branch  line  via  the  valley  of  the  Columbia  river  to  some  point  at  or 
near  Portland,  Oregon. 

In  March,  1865,  the  president  of  said  company  filed  in  this  Depart- 
ment a  map  of  general  route  of  the  entire  line  of  the  road,  showing  a 
location  down  the  Columbia  river  to  a  point  opposite  Portland,  and 
thence  north  to  Puget  Sound,  and  asked  that  a  withdrawal  be  ordered 
thereon,  which  was  refused,  the  same  being  deemed  insufficient. 

As  held  by  Attorney  General  Garland,  in  his  opinion  of  January  17, 
1888  (8  L.  D.,  14),  ^*  the  map  thus  filed  accomplished  no  good  purpose 
for  the  company,  but  afforded  the  public  a  general  knowledge  of  probable 
location  of  the  prospective  road.'^ 

This  was  the  condition  of  affairs  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  1866,  making  the  grant  for  the  Oregon  and  California  Company. 

The  act  of  1864  made  the  location  of  the  grant  therein  provided  for, 
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in  this  vicinity,  reasonably  certain,  and  the  location  of  18^  imparted 
additional  information  upon  the  subject. 

The  joint  resolution  of  1870  merely  chsftiged  the  name  of  this  part  of 
the  line,  by  designating  it  as  the  main  line,  instead  of  the  branch  hue. 
but  the  grant  remained  under  the  act  of  1864,  and  the  map  of  genial 
route  filed  in  August,  1870,  being  accepted  by  this  Department.,  with- 
drew the  lands  under  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  1864.  The  sectioii 
provider : 

That  the  President  of  the  United  States  shaU  cause  the  lands  to  be  snnreyed  for 
forty  miles  in  width  on  both  sides  of  the  entire  line  of  said  road,  after  the  genenl 
rente  shall  be  fixed,  and  as  fast  as  may  be  required  in  the  construction  of  said  rail- 
road ;  and  the  odd  sections  of  land  hereby  granted  shall  not  be  liable  to  aale,  or 
entry,  or  pre-emption,  before  or  after  they  are  surveyed,  except  by  said  company,  u 
provided  in  this  act. 

It  is  true  that  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  was  never  definitely  lo- 
cated  opposite  this  land,  but  in  view  of  the  requirement  in  both  acts 
prescribing  that  the  road  was  to  be  built  via  the  valley  of  the  Columbia 
river,  and  of  the  provision  in  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  1864,  that 
the  general  route  shall  be  fixed,  it  would  seem  that  the  location  of  187(j 
fixed  this  grant  as  against  the  location  upon  any  other  gi*ant  subse- 
quent in  date  to  the  act  of  1864. 

In  the  forfeiture  act  special  provision  was  made  for  the  disposition 
of  the  forfeited  lands  lying  south  of  the  present  terminal  at  Wallula, 
Washington,  and  north  of  what  is  known  as  the  "  Harrison  line.' 
When  it  is  remembered  that  these  lands  are  opposite  that  portion  of 
the  road  jiot  definitely  located,  it  is  apparent  that  Congress  treated  the 
lands  embraced  in  the  withdrawal  on  general  route  for  this  road  as 
"  granted  lands,''  within  the  meaning  of  the  forfeiture  act. 

As  against  the  holding  of  your  ofSce,  that  a  moiety  of  the  yxnds 
within  the  conflict,  or  overlap,  of  the  grants  for  the  main  and  branch 
lines  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad,  opposite  the  unconstructed  por- 
tion of  the  main  line,  was  forfeited  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890 
(8upra)j  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  urged  that  the  main 
line  had  not  been  definitely  located  between  Wallula  and  Portland. 

In  answer  to  this  contention,  it  was  held  (11  L.  D.,  625), 

In  the  first  place,  there  was  a  grant  along  said  route,  which  lacked  only  action  on 
the  part  of  the  company  to  consummate.  Furthermore,  a  reading  of  the  entire  net 
leaves  no  room  to  doubt  that  a  forfeiture  along  said  stretch  of  the  main  line  was 
contemplated,  and  the  lands  so  forfeited  are  described  in  the  first  section  of  tho  act 
as  '  granted  lands.' 

This  applies  with  equal  force  in  the  present  controversy,  and  having 
determined  that  the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Compaoyi 
east  of  Portland,  Oregon,  is  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  {8upra)j  the 
forfeiture  declared  by  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  {supra)y  is  to  the 
extent  of  the  withdrawal  made  under  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  1864. 

It  but  remains  to  consider  the  question  as  to  whether  the  exceptkm 
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danse  in  the  act  making  the  Northern  Pacific  grant  included  grants  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  other  roads,  made  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  said  act  and  prior  to  the  definite  location  of  the  road. 

This  question  was  considered  by  the  Supreme  Opurt  in  the  case  of 
the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  v.  Northern  Pacific  Eail- 
road  Company  (139  U.  S.,  1),  and  therein  it  was  held. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  exception  in  the  act  making  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  not  intended  to  cover  other  grants  for  the  construc- 
tion of  roads  of  a  similar  character,  for  this  would  he  to  emhody  a  proyision  which 
would  often  be  repugnant  to  and  defeat  the  grant  itself.  Missouri,  Kansas  and 
Texas  Kailway  v.  Kansas  Pacific  Railway  (97  U.  S.,  491,  498,  499). 

It  is  clear,  had  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  been  constructed 
through  this  conflict,  its  right  would  have  been  superior  to  that  of  the 
Oregon  and  California  Eailroad  Company;  hence,  any  claim  the  latter 
company  may  assert  in  and  to  these  lands  must  rest  upon  the  act  de- 
claring the  forfeiture. 

The  6th  section  of  that  act  provides: 

That  no  lands  declared  forfeited  to  the  United  States  hy  this  act  shall  hy  reason  of 
Bnch  forfeiture  inure  to  the  henefit  of  any  State  or  corporation  to  which  lands  may 
have  heen  granted  hy  Congress,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided. 

I  can  find  no  provision  in  the  act  under  which  the  Oregon  and  Cali- 
fornia Eailroad  Company  would  be  entitled  to  these  lands,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  the  5th  section  of  the  act  provides: 

That  the  rights  of  way  and  riparian  rights  heretofore  attempted  to  be  conveyed 
to  the  city  of  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  hy  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  aud  the  Central  Trust  Company  of  New  York,  by  deed  of.  conveyance 
dated  August  eighth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-six,  aud  which  are  described  as 
follows :  A  strip  of  land  fifty  feet  in  width,  being  twenty-five  feet  on  each  side  of 
the  center  line  of  a  water-pipe  line,  as  the  same  is  staked  out  and  located,  or  as  it 
shall  he  hereafter  finaUy  located  according  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lative assembly  of  the  State  of  Oregon  approved  November  twenty-fifth,  eighteen 
hnndred  and  eighty -five,  providing  for  the  means  to  supply  the  city  of  Portland 
Tnth  an  abundance  of  good,  pure,  and  wholesome  water  over  and  across  the  follow- 
ing described  tracts  of  land:  Sections  nineteen  and  thirty -one  in  township  one 
south,  of  range  six  east;  sections  twenty-five,  thirty-one,  thirty-three,  and  thirty- 
five,  in  township  one  south,  of  range  five  east ;  sections  three  and  five  in  township 
two  south,  of  range  five  east ;  section  one  in  township  two  south,  of  range  four 
east;  sections  twenty-three,  twenty-five,  and  thirty- five  in  township  one  south,  of 
range  four  east,  of  the  WiUamette  meridian,  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  forfeited  by 
this  act,  are  heieby  confirmed  unto  the  said  city  of  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Oregon, 
its  successors  and  assigns  forever,  with  the  right  to  enter  on  the  hereinbefore  de- 
scribed strip  of  land,  over  and  across  the  above-described  sections  for  the  purpose 

of  constructing,  maintaining,  and  repairing  a  water-pipe  litie  aforesaid. 

TUs  pipe-line  traverses  the  entire  conflict,  and  had  Congress  recog- 
nized any  rights  in  the  Oregon  and  Oaiifomia  Bailroad  Company, 
within  the  conflict^  the  above  provision  would  not  only  have  been  un- 
necessary, but  in  conflict  with  the  rights  of  said  company. 

From  a  review  of  the  entire  matter,  I  can  see  no  en-or  in  your  in- 
itmctionS}  and  the  same  will  be  carried  into  effect,  if  heretofore  sus- 
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pended,  and  as  to  all  lands  patented  to  the  Oregon  and  Galifimu 
Bailroad  Company,  within  the  conflict,  steps  should  be  taken  at  onoe 
looking  to  their  recovery  as  provided  for  in  the  act  of  March  3, 18ST 
(24  Stat.,  656). 

RAILROAD  GRANT-INDEMNITY  SEI^CTION-SBTTLBMSNT  BIGHT. 

Southern  Pacific  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Stocks. 

A  settlement  right  existing  at  the  date  when  the  revocation  of  an  indemnity  witk- 
drawal  takes  effect,  excludes  the  land  covered  thereby  from  Bubseqnent  selectiffit 
by  the  company. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  JP^h- 

ruary  17,  1892. 

The  lands  involved  in  this  controversy  are  the  SJ  of  the  SEJ,  and 
the  S^  of  the  SWJ  of  Sec.  23,  T.  3  N.,  R.  20  W.,  8.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles 
land  district,  California. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1871,  and  was  with- 
drawn from  settlement  and  entry  from  and  after  April  3, 1871  when  the 
map  of  its  route  was  filed  in  your  office. 

On  the  application  of  Alexander  Stocks  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  the  land,  a  hearing  was  ordered  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  rail- 
road company  therein,  which  t^ok  place  on  the  21st  of  March,  1890, 
and  on  the  9th  of  June,  1890,  the  register  and  receiver  united  in  a  de- 
cision holding  that  the  selection  of  these  lands  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  invalid.  Upon  appeal  to  your  office,  that  decision  was  affirmed 
by  you  on  the  29th  of  July,  1890,  and  the  company's  selection  of 
the  tract  applied  for  by  Stocks  was  held  for  cancellation.  The  com- 
pany brings  the  case  to  the  Department,  by  appealing  jfrom  your  de- 
cision. 

The  withdrawal  of  these  lands  from  pre-emption  and  settlement,  was 
revoked  on  the  15th  of  August,  1887  (6  L.  D.,  93),  such  revocation  ap- 
plying to  all  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits,  except  such  as  were 
covered  by  company  selections.  The  order,  of  August  15,  made  the 
restored  lands  subject  to  settlement  from  its  date,  but  barred  a  filing  or 
entry  until  thirty  days  after  restoration  to  the  public  domain  by  adver- 
tisement for  thirty  days.  This  time  expired  on  the  7th  of  October, 
1887. 

On  the  3d  of  October,  1887,  the  company  selected  all  of  section  23,  by 
list  number  25.  Stocks  testifies  that  he  went  to  the  local  land  office  on 
the  7th  of  October,  1887,  the  day  named  in  the  notice  advertised  by  the 
land  office  at  Los  Angeles,  upon  which  filings  would  be  received  upon 
land  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  offered  to  file  a  homestead  entry  for  said  land,  but  on  account 
of  the  great  number  of  people  then  transacting  business  there,  his  ap- 
plication was  not  acted  upon  or  considered  until  the  19tfa  of  Novemb^, 
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-when  it  was  returned  to  him  by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason,  as  they 
said  in  their  letter^  <<  that  your  description  is  vague  and  unintelligible^ 
and  there  is  no  such  legal  subdivision  as  you  describe.'' 

On  the  30th  of  November,  1887,  he  again  made  application  to  make 
entry  for  the  land,  and  the  company  was  cited  to  show  cause  why  his 
application  should  not  be  allowed. 

At  the  hearing  which  followed,  he  testified  that  he  made  settlement 
upon  the  land  in  the  summer  of  1882,  and  had  resided  thereon  continu- 
ously ever  since  that  time;  that  his  improvements  were  worth  about 
one  thousand  dollars;  that  he  was  an  ahen  when  he  settled  upon  the 
land,  and  was  not  naturalized  until  the  29th  of  April,  1886;  that  he 
understood  it  was  railroad  land  when  he  settled  upon  it,  and  that  it 
remained  so  until  the  order  of  withdrawal  was  revoked,  and  that  he 
never  had  applied  to  the  company  to  buy  the  land. 

The  railroad  company  protested  against  the  allowance  of  Stocks'  ap- 
plication to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  withdrawn  from  pre-emption  or  homestead  or  other  entry,  on  the 
3d  of  April,  1871,  and  was  so  withdrawn  at  the  time  of  his  settlement, 
and  that  the  whole  of  section  23  was  selected  by  the  company  on  the  3d 
of  October,  1887,  as  indemnity  for  the  whole  of  Sec.  35,  in  T.  1  K,  R. 
4  W.,  which  was  within  the  limits  of  its  grant,  but  not  vacant  public 
lands  on  the  date  that  said  company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location, 
having  been  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States  prior  thereto. 

In  the  case  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  R.  E.  Co.  (6  L.  D.,  84),  which 
was  a  case  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  company  to  indemnity  lands 
which  were  withdrawn  from  pre-emption,  and  afterwards  restored. 
Secretary  Lamar  concluded  his  decision  by  saying  to  Commissioner 
Sparks: 

If  any  lists  of  selections  have  been  presented  by  the  company  with  tender  of  fees, 
which  have  been  rejected  and  not  placed  on  file  and  noted  on  the  records  of  the  local 
office,  yon  will,  if  said  lists  are  in  yoor  office  or  in  the  local  office,  cause  said  selec- 
tions to  be  noted  on  the  record  immediately ;  and  if  such  lists  are  not  in  yonr  office 
or  the  local  office,  yon  will  advise  the  attorney  of  the  company  that  they  wiU  be 
allowed  to  file  in  the  local  office  such  lists  of  selections,  and  the  same  will  be  noted 
on  the  records  as  of  the  date  when  first  presented ;  provided  the  same  be  presented 
before  the  lands  are  opened  to  filings  and  entries. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  list  was  presented,  and  the  land  selected,  "  be- 
fore the  lands  were  opened  to  filings  and  entries,''  but  such  selection 
was  tlae  first  made  by  the  company  for  the  land,  and  therefore  did  not 
come  within  the  provisions  and  exceptions  mentioned  in  the  foregoing 
extract  from  the  decision  of  Secretary  Lamar.  That  applied  only  to 
lands  for  which  selections  had  been  presented  and  rejected.  In  such 
cases,  those  lists  might  again  be  presented,  and  they  would  be  placed 
on  file  and  noted  on  the  records  of  the  office  as  of  the  date  when  first 
presented,  provided  such  second  presentation  was  made  before  the  lands 
were  opened  to  filings  and  entries.  In  other  cases  the  selection  by  the 
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Gompany  must  be  made  before  the  revo6ation  of  the  order  of  withdrawal, 
in  order  to  have  precedence  over  a  settlement  existing  at  that  date. 

At  the  time  Stocks  made  settlement  niK)n  the  land  in  1882,  he  was 
not  a  qualified  pre-emptor,  being  an  alien,  neither  was  the  land  subject  to 
settlement,  having  been  withdrawn  therefix)m  on  the  3d  of  April,  1871. 
His  settlement  at  that  time,  therefore,  conferred  no  rights  on  him,  neither 
did  it  interfere  with  any  rights  of  the  company.  Titamore  v.  Southem 
Pacific  Bailroad  Go.  (10  L.  D.,  463).    He  remained  an  alien  until  April 

29. 1886,  and  the  land  remained  withdrawn  from  settlement  until  August 

15. 1887,  and  fipom  filing  or  entry  until  October  7,  of  that  year.  His 
residence  upon  the  land,  however,  had  been  continuous  from  1882,  until 
it  was  restored  to  the  public  domain,  and  opened  to  settlement  on  the 
15th  of  August,  1887,  and  he  was  a  settler  and  resident  thereon  when 
the  company  made  its  selection  on  the  3d  of  October  following. 

So  far  as  settlement  upon  the  land  was  concerned,  the  order  revok- 
ing the  indemnity  withdrawal  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  company, 
took  effect  as  soon  as  issued,  and  the  Department  has  rei>eatedly  held 
that  while  a  settlement  made  on  land  included  within  an  indemnity 
withdrawal  is  unavailing  as  against  the  right  of  selection  on  the  part 
of  the  company,  it  will  be  protected  as  against  a  selection  made  by  the 
company  subsequent  to  such  revocation  and  restoration.  Central 
Pacific  Bailroad  Go.  v.  Doll  (8  L.  D.,  355) ;  Lane  «.  Southem  Pacific 
Bailroad  Co.  (10  L.  D.,  454} ;  Southem  Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  v.  Wasgatt 
(13  L.  D.,  145). 

A  new  settler  might,  after  August  15, 1887,  and  before  the  company 
made  selection  of  the  land,  October  3,  of  that  year,  have  made  a  se^ 
tlement  thereon,  which  could  have  ripened  into  a  title,  and  the  railroad 
company  would  acquire  no  right  thereto  as  against  such  new  settler, 
by  subsequently  including  the  same  in  a  list  of  selections.  Northern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  v.  Wadon  (7  L.  D.,  182).  It  cannot  be  said  that 
Stocks,  an  actual  settler  at  the  time  the  restoration  took  effect,  could 
have  less  right  to  the  land  than  such  new  settler.  The  decision  ap- 
pealed from  is  affirmed. 

DESERT  liAND  ENTRY-CONTESTANT. 

Taylor  v.  Bogers. 

Land  that  has  been  effectaally  reclaimed  is  not  snbject  to  desert  land  entry. 

The  qnestions  raised  by  a  contest  may  be  properly  considered,  where  the  interest  of 
the  government  is  conoerned,  even  though  the  contestant  can  acquire  no  per- 
sonal benefit  by  an  order  of  cancellation. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  (he  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  February  17, 1892. 

On  ^March  13, 1890,  Harvey  L.  Bogers  made  desert  land  entry  No. 
241  for  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  i,  the  SW. J  of  the  SE.  i  and  lot  4,  section 
26,  T.  2  K".,  B.  37  E.,  Blackfoot,  Idaho. 
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On  April  28, 1890,  final  proof  was  made,  and  on  May  6  following, 
upon  payment, cash  certificate  issued. 

On  M  ay  28, 1890,  an  affidavit  of  contest  was  filed  in  the  local  land 
ofiSce  by  Samuel  F.  Taylor,  alleging — 

That  said  tract  was  not  at  date  of  entry  nor  at  date  of  final  proof,  subject  to  en- 
try nnder  the  desert  act,  in  that  a  portion  of  said  land  had  been  for  several  years 
prior  thereto  approp  riated  and  occnpied  by  the  Bingham  County  Agricultural  Asso- 
ciation, they  h  aying  improvements  thereon  to  the  extent  of  $5,000,  a  portion  of  said 
land  having  also  been  reclaimed  by  said  association  prior  to  date  of  said  entry. 

A  trial  was  had  on  the  charges  made  in  this  affidavit  on  August  12, 
1890,  and  on  September  4, 1890,  after  considering  the  evidence  submit- 
ted the  register  and  receiver  found  that  the  land  had  been  reclaimed 
before  the  entry  of  Bogers;  they  accordingly  recommended  the  same 
for  cancellation. 

Rogers  appealed  firom  their  ruling  to  you.  A  motion  was  made  by 
contestant  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  You  dismissed  the  same  for  infor- 
mality and  considering  the  ca-se,  as  ex  partey  on  April  10, 1891,  you 
affirmed  the  finding  of  the  local  land  officers  and  denied  entryman  the 
right  of  appeal  because  no  proper  apx>eal  had  been  taken  from  the  deci- 
sion of  the  register  and  receiver. 

He  applied  to  this  Department  for  an  order  under  rules  of  practice  83, 
84  and  86,  directing  you  to  transmit  the  record  in  the  case  to  the  De- 
partment. Acting  upon  this  application  on  June  27, 1891,  the  order 
was  granted,  and  in  pursuance  thereof  the  record  is  now  before  me. 
Taylor  v.  Rogers  (12  L.  D.,  694 

The  evidence  submitted  at  the  trial  has  been  considered.  It  is  shown, 
I  think,  that  the  whole  tract  was  desert  iu  character  in  its  original 
state.  The  County  Fair  Association  fenced  in  what  they  thought  was 
forty  acres  of  the  tract  in  question,  but  it  now  transpires  that  their  en- 
closure includes  only  about  thirty-eight  acres.  The  tract  thus  occupied 
is  described  as  the  NB  J  of  the  SE  J  of  section  25,  T.  2  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Blackfoot,  Idaho.  Before  Rogers'  entry  was  made  and,  in  fact,  long 
before  he  gave  notice  that  he  intended  to  reclaim  the  land,  the  forty 
acres  above  described  had  been  reclaimed  by  the  Fair  Association.  It 
was  not  therefore  subject  to  entry  under  the  desert  land  law. 

As  to  the  balance  of  the  tract  in  question,  it  is  shown  ta  have  been 
desert  in  character,  and  it  is  not  satisfactorily  shown  by  the  evidence 
that  it  has  been  reclaimed  by  Rogers.  It  is  urged  on  his  part  that  the 
contest  of  Taylor  is  collusive,  and  that  it  really  is  brought  and  main- 
tained for  the  benefit  of  the  Fair  Association,  whose  president  he  is. 
The  Association  could  not  enter  the  land  as  such,  even  if  the  entry  in 
question  was  canceled.  The  contest  affidavit  of  Taylor  merely  charges 
that  the  land  had  been  reclaimed  at  the  time  Rogers  applied  to  reclaim 
it,  and  consequently  it  was  not  desert  land.  Whether  this  affidavit  be 
treated  as  initiating  a  protest  or  a  contest,  it  gives  information  to  the 
govmmeat  upon  which  action  should  be  had.    The  charge  goes  to  the 
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character  of  the  land,  and  the  United  States  has  such  an  interest  in  liie 
subject  matter  that  it  will  consider  the  charges  even  thoogh  the  con- 
testant personally  could  have  no  interest  in  it.  After  the  entry  shall 
have  been  canceled,  it  is  time  then  to  decide  under  the  land  laws  as  to 
who  is  entitled  to  make  an  entry  for  it. 

Ton  will  cancel  the  entry  of  Rogers,  in  so  far  as  it  includes  the  NB  J 
of  the  SB  i  of  section  25,  T.  2  K,  K.  37  E.,  the  forty  acres  reclaimed  by 
the  Bingham  Oounty  Agricultural  Association.  As  to  the  remainio^ 
one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  included  in  said  entry  you  will  require 
Sogers  to  furnish  additional  proof  showing  that  the  land  has  been  re- 
claimed, the  means  of  reclamation,  the  source  of  his  water  supply,  and 
his  ownership  thereof.  When  this  evidence  is  received  you  will  re-ad- 
judicate the  case.  The  evidence  thus  called  for  should  consist  of  the 
affidavits  of  reliable  witnesses  in  addition  to  that  of  the  entryman,  de- 
scribing particularly  just  how  the  land  has  been  reclaimed  and  just  what 
its  present  condition  is. 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  modified  as  above. 


BAILKOAB  GRANT— MAP  OF  GENERAL  ROUTE. 

SioTJx  City  and  Pacifio  E.  E.  Co. 

The  filing  of  a  map  of  general  ronte  ia  not  a  requirement  attached  to  the  grant  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Sioax  City  and  Pacific  line  by  section  17,  act  of  July  2, 
1864. 

Secretary  Nolle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Februartf 

17, 1892. 

On  Marcli  30, 1883,  the  register  at  l^eligb,  Nebraska,  transmitted  for 
the  consideration  of  yonr  oflBce  a  list  of  lands,  aggregating  2,232.0^ 
acres,  "  selected"  by  the  agent  of  the  Sionx  City  and  Pacific  Eailroad 
Company.    This  list  was,  by  letter  dated  May  19, 1884,  returned  by  your 

office,  with  instructions  to  the  local  officers  "  to  admit  or  reject 

as  you  find  the  lands  subject  to  selection  or  not."  By  the  same  letter 
the  local  office  was  advised  that  under  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals  (106  U.  S.,  360),  the  right  of  the  com- 
pany under  its  grant  did  not  attach  until  January  4, 1868,  when  the 
map  showing  the  definite  location  of  its  line  of  road  had  been  filed  by 
the  company  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  accepted  by  him, 
and  that  "  said  date  will  govern  in  the  adjustment  of  its  claims  here- 
after." 

On  May  23, 1884,  the  local  officers  rejected  the  company's  applica- 
tion to  list  the  following  tracts  in  the  said  land  district,  to  wit:  E.  J 
NW.  i  and  W.  i  l^E.  i.  Sec.  19,  T.  22  K,  R.  11  E.;  lot  1,  Sec.  3,  T.  23 
N.,  E.  11  E.;  SW.  4  of  Sec.  15,  T.  20  N.,  R.  11  E.;  W.  J  SE.  J  and  E.  i 
SW.  i,  Sec.  23,  T.  19  K,  R.  11 E.  5  W.  J  S W.  i  and  SE.  i  SW.  J,  Sec.  23,  T. 
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t 

23  Ky  K  11  E.y  the  records  of  their  office  showing  <<  that  at  the  date 
that  the  right  of  the  company  attached  the  several  tracts  •  •  •  .  were 
covered  by  valid  homestead  entries.'^ 

On  appeal  by  the  company,  your  office  sustained  the  action  below, 
except  so  far  as  it  related  to  Lot  1,  Sec.  3,  T.  23  N.,  and  the  SW.  i  of 
Sec.  16,  T.  20  N.,  E.  11  E. 

Your  office  held  that,  as  the  homestead  entry  which  had  covered  the 
said  lot  1  had  been  canceled  before  the  said  definite  location,  its  listing 
by  the  company  should  be  allowed.  The  said  SW.  J  of  Sec.  15,  being 
involved  in  the  case  of  John  Oameron  et  ah  v,  M.  L.  Harney  and  Sioux 
City  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  your  office  suspended  action  with 
regard  to  the  company's  said  listing  of  the  same. 

The  company  appeals,  and  submits  five  specifications  of  error,  which 
set  out  substantially  that  your  office  erred  in  holding  that  its  right  to 
lands  within  its  grant  attached  January  4, 1868,  and  that  its  right  did 
not  attach  to  the  said  B.  i  of  KW.  J  and  W.  J  NB.  J  Sec  19,  T.  22  K, 
the  W.  i  SE.  i  and  E.  J  SW.  i  Sec.  23,  T.  19  M".,  and  the  W.  J  SW.  J  and 
SB.  i  SW.  i  Sec.  23,  T.  23  K,  E.  11  B.  On  December  24, 1864,  the 
President  designated  the  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.,  in  pursu- 
ance of  authority  contained  in  section  17  of  the  act  of  Congress  ap- 
proved July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  356),  which  provides: 

That  80  mach  of  section  fourteen  of  said  act  as  relates  to  a  branch  from  Sioux  City 

he,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  amended  so  as  to  read  as  foUows :  That  wheneyer  a  line 

of  railroad  shaU  be  completed  through  the  States  of  Iowa,  or  Minnesota,  to  Sioux 

City,  such  company,  now  organized  or  may  hereafter  be  organized  under  the  laws  of 

Iowa,  Minnesota,  Dakota^  or  Nebraska,  as  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by 

its  request,  may  designate  or  approve  for  that  purpose,  shaU  construct  and  operate  a 

line  of  railroad  and  telegraph  from  Sioux  City,  upon  the  most  direct  and  practicable 

route,  to  such  a  point  on,  and  so  as  to  connect  with,  the  Iowa  branch  of  the  Union 

Pacific  Railroad  from  Omaha,  or  the  Union  Pacific  Bailroad,  as  such  company  may 

select,  and  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  provided  in  this  act  and  the  act 

to  which  this  is  an  amendment,  for  the  construction  of  the  said  Union  and  Pacific 

Bailroad  and  telegraph  line  and  branches;  and  said  company  shall  complete  the 

lame  at  the  rate  of  fifty  miles  per  year:  Provided,  That  said  Union  Pacific  Bailroad 

Company  shall  be,  and  is  hereby,  released  from  the  construction  of  said  branch. 

And  said  company  constructing  said  branch  shall  not  be  entitled  to  receive  in  bonds 

an  amount  larger  than  the  said  Union  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  would  be  entitled 

to  receive  if  it  had  constructed  the  branch  under  thiB  act  and  the  act  to  which  this 

is  an  amendment;  but  said  company  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  alternate  sections  of 

land  for  ten  miles  in  width  on  each  side  of  the  same  along  the  whole  length  of  said 

branch:  And  provided,  furiker,  That  if  a  railroad  should  not  be  completed  to  Sioux 

City,  across  Iowa  or  Minnesota,  within  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of  this  act,  then 

said  company  designated  by  the  President,  as  aforesaid,  may  commence,  continue, 

and  complete  the  construction  of  said  branch  as  contemplated  by  the  provisions  of 

this  act:  Provided,  however,  That  if  the  said  company  so  designated  by  the  President 

as  aforesaid  shall  not  complete  the  said  branch  from  Sioux  City  to  the  Pacific  Bail- 

road  within  ten  years  from  the  passage  of  this  act,  then,  and  in  that  case,  all  of  the 

railroad  which  shall  have  been  constructed  by  said  company  shall  be  forfeited  to, 

ftud  become  the  property  of  the  United  States. 

On  June  27, 1865,  said  company  filed  in  this  Department  a  map  show- 
ing the  Une  of  general  route  of  its  road,  which  was  referred  to  your. 
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office  for  appropriate  action.    Said  map  was  returned  to  this  Depart 
ment^  with  office  letter  of  August  10, 1865,  without  action. 

On  January  5, 1868,  a  map  was  filed  by  said  company  showing  the 
line  of  definite  location  of  the  road,  upon  which  the  limits  were  adjusted 
and  withdrawals  ordered. 

It  is  now  claimed  by  the  company  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  under  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  July  1^  1862 
(12  Stat.,  489),  to  withdraw  the  lands  on  the  filing  of  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route  by  this  company,  and  that  thereafter  the  lands  were  not  sub- 
ject to  the  entries  made. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  by  the  14th  section  of  the  act  of  July  1, 
1862  {supra)y  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  required  to  con- 
struct this  road,  <<  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  provided  in 
this  act  for  the  construction  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad.'^ 

The  third  section  of  that  act  provides  for  a  grant  of— 

Every  alternate  section  of  public  lands  designated  by  odd  numbers  to  the  amount 
of  five  alternate  sections  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  railroad  on  the  line  thereof, 
and  within  the  limits  of  ten  miles  on  each  side  of  said  road,  not  sold,  reserred,  cr 
otherwise  disposed  of,  by  the  United  States,  to  which  a  pre-emption  or  homestead 
claim  may  not  have  attached  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed. 

Section  7  of  the  same  act  contains  this  provision: 

That  within  two  years  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  said  company  shaU  desig- 
nate the  general  route  of  said  road  as  near  as  may  be,  and  shall  file  a  map  of  the 
same  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  whereupon,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  cause  the  lands  within  fifteen  miles  of  said  designated  route  or  routes,  to  be 
withdrawn  from  pre-emption, private  entry  and  $ale;  and  when  any  portion  of  said  route 
shaU  he  finally  looated  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  cause  the  said  lands  herein- 
before granted  to  be  surveyed  and  set  off  as  fast  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  pnr- 
poses  herein  named. 

By  section  6  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  {supra)  j  the  "  time  for  desig- 
nating the  general  route  of  said  railroad  and  the  filing  the  map  of  the 
same''  was  "  extended  one  year  from  the  time''  designated  in  the  act  of 
1862. 

The  17th  section  of  this  act  released  the  <^  said  railroad,"  the  Union 
Pacific  Bailroad,  from  building  the  road  under  consideration,  and 
authorized  the  President  to  designate  a  company  to  construct  a  load 
from  Sioux  Oity  on  the  most  direct  and  practical  route,  to  a  point  to  be 
selected  by  said  company  on  the  Iowa  branch  of  the  Union  Pacific  Bail- 
road  from  Omaha,  or  the  Union  Pacific  Bailroad,  "  whenever  a  line  of 
railroad  shall  be  completed  through  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Minnesota 
to  Sioux  City,"  provided  that  if  such  railroad  shall  not  be  completed  to 
Sioux  Oity  in  eighteen  mouths,  the  company  to  be  named  by  the  Presi- 
dent might  then  commence. 

It  will  be  seen  that  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1864  (9upra)j  there 
was  no  company  in  existence  required  to  construct  this  branch,  and 
that,  under  the  act,  more  than  one  year  might  have  elapsed  before  the 
President  designated  a  company  to  build  the  same. 
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The  condition  in  the  acts  of  1862  and  1864  requiring  the  fiUng  of 
maps  of  general  route,  referred  to  a  particular  company — viz:  the 
Union  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  which,  when  released  from  the  build- 
ing of  this  branch,  removed  such  condition  therefrom. 

As  more  than  one  year  might  have  elapsed  before  the  President  des- 
ignated the  present  company  to  build  the  road,  it  would  be  inisonsist- 
ent  to  hold  that  the  condition  requiring  the  filing  of  a  map  of  general 
route  by  said  company  within  a  year  attached  to  the  grant  made  for 
said  road.  The  fe^ct  that  such  a  map  was  filed  within  the  year  was 
merely  a  coincidence. 

The  failure  on  the  part  of  this  Department  to  order  a  withdrawal 
upon  the  filing  of  said  map  of  general  route  must  be  construed  as  a 
concurrent  construction  by  this  Department  that  none  was  authorized, 
and  an  examination  of  the  correspondence,  relative  to  the  road,  fails  to 
disclose  any  claim  on  the  part  of  the  company  at  the  time  for  the  bene- 
fits of  such  withdrawal. 

The  company  therefore  acquiesced  in  the  construction  of  the  Depart- 
ment, and  numerous  persons  have,  presumably,  received  patents  for 
lands,  which  under  a  change  must  be  held  to  have  issued  in  violation 
of  law. 

From  a  carefril  review  of  the  matter,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
17th  section  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  {8upra)y  made  a  new  grant,  upon 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  contained  in  the  grant  for  the  Union 
Pacific  Bailroad  Gompany,  but  that  the  requirement  in  the  matter  of 
the  filing  of  a  map  of  general  route,  upon  which  a  withdrawal  was  to 
be  ordered,  was  not  a  condition  attached  to  said  grant. 

I  am  further  strengthened  in  the  position  above  taken  from  the  fact 
that,  as  the  road  was  short,  but  101.77  miles  long,  and  was  required  to 
be  upon  the  most  direct  and  practical  route,  there  was  no  reason  for  the 
filing  of  such  map. 

I  therefore  hold  that  the  entries  were  properly  allowed,  and  being  of 
record  uncanceled  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  they 
served  to  defeat  the  grant. 

Your  decision  rejecting  the  attempted  listing  of  the  company  is  there- 
fore aflOrmed. 
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PRS.EMPTION  BNTBT— PATMBNT— RBCIEIVBB. 

Andrew  J.  Preston. 

The  fjEbilore  of  a  receiver  to  properly  acconnt  for  the  purchase  money  ean  not  defeat 
the  right  to  apatentnnder  the  pre-emption  law,  where  final  proof  is  snhinitted  in 
due  form  showing  aetoal  compliance  with  law,  and  fall  payment  is  made  for  the 
land. 

The  case  of  Talkington's  Heirs  v,  Hempfllng,  2  L.  D.,  46,  overmled. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the   Commissioner  of  the    Oen- 

eral  La'nd  Office^  February  18j  1892. 

I  have  before  me  the  appeal  of  Andrew  J.  Preston,  transferee  of  John 
Marshall,  from  your  decision  of  April  22, 1890,  refusing  him  a  hearing 
upon  his  petition  to  have  the  final  proof  of  Marshall  placed  on  record, 
and  that  he  be  allowed  to  make  entry  for  the  S£.  |,  Sec.  34,  T.  115  ^^ 
E.  62  W.,  Watertown,  South  Dakota,  land  district. 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  on  October  22, 1889,  said  Preston 
filed  in  the  local  land  office  at  Watertown  his  petition  duly  verified, 
setting  forth  (1)  That  he  is  owner  of  said  SE.  |  of  Sec.  34,  and  has  been 
such  owner  since  the  22d  of  March,  1886.  (2)  That  Marshall  settled  on 
the  said  land  May  26,  1882,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  pre-emi>- 
tion  law.  (3)  That  John  Marshall  continued  to  reside  upon  said  land 
until  about  January  18, 1883,  when  he  submitted  final  proof  which  was 
accepted  by  the  local  officers.  (4)  That  this  proof  was  made  upon  due 
notice  (setting  out  the  notice  in  fall).  (5)  He  sets  out  the  proof  in  fdll^ 
and  a  copy  of  the  acceptance  and  copy  of  the  final  certificate.  (6)  He 
gives  a  copy  of  the  receiver's  receipt  in  usual  form  signed  by  H.  E. 
Pease,  Beceiver.  (7)  He  represents  that  he  actually  paid  $200  to  the 
receiver.  (8)  That  he  sold  and  conveyed  the  land  on  October  20, 1884, 
to  one  J.  Keator,  and  that  J.  Keator,  on  l^ovember  20,  following,  sold  it 
to  George  0.  Preston,  who,  in  March,  1886,  sold  it  to  Andrew  J.  Preston. 
(9)  That  the  proof  so  made  by  him  is  now  in  the  United  States  land 
office  at  Watertown,  South  Dakota,  and  has  never  been  entered  of 
record  on  the  books  of  the  office.  (10)  He  recapitulates  the  above  state- 
ments. (11)  That  the  $200  has  never  been  returned  to  John  Marshall 
or  to  him  or  to  any  x>erson  for  them  or  either  of  them,  but  is  still  re- 
tained by  the  United  States  Land  Office  at  Watertown,  and  he  prays 
that  said  final  proof  of  Marshall  be  entered  on  the  records,  and  that  the 
necessary  action  be  taken  by  the  local  officers  and  your  office  to  secure 
a  patent  for  said  land. 

The  local  officers  rejected  the  final  proof,  and  denied  the  relief  asked, 
because  the  present  receiver  had  never  received  the  money  for  the  land, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  that  it  had  ever  been  paid  to  the  govern- 
ment, and  to  allow  the  proof  without  the  money  being  paid  to  present 
receiver,  Bandolph,  would  render  him  liable  for  the  amount.  They 
therefore  made  an  order  transmitting  the  entire  case  to  your  office  for 
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such  action  and  relief  as  your  ofSce  might  deem  proper  to  grant. 
There  is  no  date  ni>on  this  decision^  but  the  letter  of  transmittal  bears 
date  October  23, 1889. 

On  November  25,  1889,  your  office  letter  "  G  '^  to  register  and  re- 
ceiver at  Watertown  states  that  there  is  nothing  in  your  office  of  record, 
showing  any  filing  for  the  land  by  Marshall,  but  that  John  B.  Waters 
had  made  homestead  entry  Ko.  16390  for  the  land  May  21,  1887,  and 
after  recapitulating  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  petition  and  decision 
of  the  local  officers,  it  was  stated  that  there  was  nothing  of  record  in 
your  office  to  show  that  final  proof  had  been  made  or  the  money  paid, 
and  you  held  that  inasmuch  as  Preston  had  a  right  to  notice  of  the  de- 
cision and  of  his  right  to  appeal,  you  returned  the  case  and  gave 
directions  that  he  be  notified  accordingly.  This  was  done  and  Preston 
thereupon  filed  a  motion  in  your  office  asking  a  reconsideration  of  the 
letter  of  D^ovember  25, 1889,  and  that  you  make  an  order  for  a  hearing, 
that  Waters  be  notified  and  that  the  petitioner  be  allowed  to  show  the 
entire  transaction,  and  that  he  had  actually  paid  the  purchase  money, 
and  that  Waters  had  notice  and  knowledge  of  the  existence  in  fact 
of  said  filing,  final  proof  and  final  certificate,  and  that  upon  such  hear- 
ing, Waters'  entry  be  canceled,  and  the  entry  of  Marshall  be  placed  upon 
record. 

On  April  22, 1890,  your  office  letter  "  G "  recapitulates  the  matters 
herein  set  forth,  and  you  state  that  the  records  of  your  office  show  that 
Marshall  filed  a  declaratory  statement  for  lots  2,  3  and  4  and  NE.  |  of 
SE.  ^  of  said  Sec  34,  on  May  29, 1882,  and  that  no  application  for 
amendment  can  be  found.  You  refuse  a  hearing;  refuse  to  modify  or 
change  your  former  letter  and  ruling,  "  leaving  Marshall  the  right  to 
contest  the  entry  of  Waters  under  rules  3  and  4  of  practice."  From 
this  action,  Preston  appealed.  All  the  papers,  original  filing,  notice  of 
proof,  final  proof,  final  certificate  and  receiver's  receipt,  are  with  the 
papers  in  the  case.  It  is  also  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  that  an  amend- 
ment to  the  filing  was  asked  before  final  proof  was  offered,  and  it  ap- 
pears to  have  been  made  as  the  order  for  advertisement  describes  the 
land  in  controversy. 

I  do  not  find  that  the  local  officers  erred  in  refusing  to  enter  the  final 

proof  upon  the  records,  without  the  money  for  the  land,  as  it  would 

certainly  have  created  a  liability  against  the  receiver  for  the  amount. 

^e  rejection  of  the  final  proof  was  a  nullity,  as  it  had  already  been 

accepted,  a.nd  it  does  not  appear  that  they  passed  ui)on  the  sufficiency 

of  the  proo^  but  simply  refiised  to  act  upon  it,  and  call  this  a  "  rejec- 

tion,''   It  was  very  properly  sent  to  your  office  for  your  action,  and 

^s^g  the  entire  record  of  the  case  and  the  allegations  of  the  verified 

petition,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitied  to  a  hearing 

^POQ  the  case  presented,  not  only  so,  but  the  due  administration  of  the 

affairs  of  your  office  demanded  a  full  inquiry  into  the  entire  transac- 

won.   To  refuse  it  and  relegate  the  plaintiff  to  his  right  to  contest  the 
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entry  of  Waters,  is^  in  effect,  a  denial  of  his  snbstantial  rightBy  m  it 
amounted  to  a  disnussal  of  his  petition. 

If  the  facts  stated  in  his  petition  are  tme,  as  therein  set  forth,  the 
goyemment  cannot  deny  his  right  to  the  land.  The  final  proof  having 
been  accepted,  the  final  certificate  issued,  and  the  money  paid^  the  en* 
tryman  cannot  be  held  resi)onsible  tor  the  neglect  or  misfeasance  of  the 
goyemment's  agents.  If  Waters  was  shown  the  register's  receipt,  as 
alleged,  and  notified  of  the  filing  of  Marshall  and  the  offering  of  final 
proof,  he,  from  that  moment,  acted  at  his  peril. 

Whether  these  things  are  true  or  not  is  a  matter  to  be  shown  bj 
proof  at  a  hearing. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reyersed,  and  you  will  remaud  the  case  to 
the  local  officers  and  direct  a  hearing  to  be  be  had  ui>on  due  notice  to 
the  parties.  Inasmuch  as  ex-receiyer  Pease  is  out  of  office  and  not  a 
party  to  the  case,  he  will  be  notified  of  the  hearing  and  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  charge  as  to  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  will 
be  allowed  to  appear  and  testify  in  the  case. 

Preston  wDl  be  allowed  to  offer  eyidence  to  proye  that  Marshsdl,  m 
fact,  paid  the  purchase  money  to  the  receiyer;  this  notwithstanding 
the  rule  in  the  case  of  Talkington's  heirs  v.  Hempfling  (2  L.  D.,  46)  in 
which  case  it  was  said: 

It  should  be  observed  however  that  as  the  United  States  have  not  benefited  by  the 
former  payment;  the  heirs  cannot  be  credited  therewith ;  it  mast  be  regarded  as  if 
it  had  never  been  made. 

I  haye  careAiUy  considered  this  case  in  the  light  of  the  authorities 
at  hand,  including  yarious  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  am  conyinced  that  the  said  ruling  upon  this  point  is 
wrong. 

Where  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  goyemment  acts  strictly  within  the 
scope  and  limit  of  his  authority  in  pursuance  of  law  and  the  instruc- 
tions of  his  superiors,  his  act  is  binding  upon  the  goyemment  If,  in 
the  case  at  bar,  all  the  preliminary  steps  had  been  regularly  taken  up 
to  the  payment  of  the  price  of  the  land,  and  the  entryman  then  paid  to 
the  receiyer  the  purchase  money,  it  was  within  his  jurisdiction  to  re- 
ceiye  it,  and  upon  such  payment  the  receiyer  became  the  bailee  of  ibe 
goyernment,  responsible  to  it  for  the  money,  and  any  subsequent  act 
of  negligence  on  his  part  or  malfeasance  in  office  could  not  reyoke  or 
annul  his  prior  legal  act.  If  he  fail  to  report  the  payment,  or  to  jNiy 
oyer  the  money,  the  goyemment  must  look  to  him  and  his  bondsmen 
for  it,  not  to  the  entryman.  It  seems  almost  useless  to  cite  authorities 
on  so  plain  a  proposition. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Moffat  (112  U.  S.,  24)  it  was  said: 

The  government  does  not  guarantee  the  integrity  of  its  officers  nor  the  validity  P^ 
their  acts.  .  .  .  They  are  bnt  servants  of  the  law  and  if  they  depart  ftom  its 
requirements  the  goyemment  is  not  bonnd. 
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This  was  a  case  where  the  register  and  receiver  had  fabricated  the 
entire  entry  papers  and  secured  patents  for  laud  in  the  name  of  ficti- 
tious persons,  and  by  yarious  transfers  purely  fraudulent  they  finally 
transferred  the  land  to  MofEat  who  was  an  actual  person.  On  a  peti- 
tion to  cancel  the  patents,  it  was  claimed  by  counsel  for  Moffat  that  he 
was  an  innocent  purchaser  and  that  the  government  was  bound  by  the 
acts  of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  they  cited  the  case  of  Polks  Les- 
see V.  Wendell  et  dl,  (5  Wheato;n,  293)  in  support  of  their  proiK)sition. 
The  court  distinguished  between  the  cases  saying  in  reference  to  the 
latter  case 

the  iiregalaritieB  were  committed  by  the  officers  while  in  the  exercise  of  their  ad- 
mitted jnrisdiction,  and  can  have  no  application  to  the  acts  of  officers  fabricating 
doonments  in  the  names  of  persons  having  no  real  existence. 

It  was  in  connection  with  the  unlawful  acts  of  the  ofiBcers  in  the  lat- 
ter case  that  the  language  in  regard  to  the  government  guaranteeing 
the  integrity  of  its  ofOicers  was  used. 

In  the  case  of  Polks  Lessee  the  court  say  they 

have  never  expressed  an  inclination  to.  let  in  inquiries  into  the  fraud,  irregularities, 
acts  of  negligence,  or  of  ignorance,  of  the  officers  of  the  government  prior  to  the 
issuing  of  the  grant,  but  on  the  contrary  have  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  gov- 
ernment most  bear  the  consequences. 

It  is  claimed  that  ^<  laches  are  not  imputable  to  the  government,'^ 
but  in  tbe  United  States  v.  fiaker  (12  Wall.  359)  it  was  held  that  where 
the  agent  of  the  government  neglected  to  give  notice  of  the  non-pay- 
ment of  certain  bills  of  exchange,  the  endorsers  were  discharged,  and  it 
is  said  ^^the  United  States  had  no  right  to  recover,  on  account  of  the 
neglect  in  giving  due  notice,  after  the  return  of  the  bills.'' 

It  was  said  in  case  of  McKnight  v.  United  States  (98  U.  S.,  179) 

with  a  few  exceptions,  growing  out  of  considerations  of  public  policy  the  rules  of 
law  which  apply  to  the  government  and  individuals  are  the  same.  There  is  not 
one  law  for  the  former  and  another  for  the  latter. 

The  rule  as  I  have  stated  it  follows  the  well  settled  law  of  agency  as 
between  individuals,  and  I  know  of  nothing  in  public  policy  that  ren- 
ders it  inapplicable  to  the  government  and  its  agents.  The  decision 
in  the  case  of  Talkington's  heirs  v.  Hempfling  supra  in  so  far  as  it  is  in 
conflict  with  the  views  herein  expressed  is  overmled. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  the  report  of  the  local  officers  upon  the  testi- 
Oiony  taken  at  such  hearing,  your  office  will  re-adjudicate  the  case. 

The  papers  accompanying  your  letter  of  July  19, 1890,  are  herewith 
returned. 

On  Kovember  5, 1891,  you  transmitted  to  the  Department  the  papers 
^  a  contest  case,  Keator  and  Preston  v.  John  B.  Waters,  involving  the 
Bame  land.   These  are  also  returned  herewith. 
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BEPATMENT-OSAGE  ENTRY. 

Abthub  Gobham. 

There  is  no  authority  for  the  repayment  of  interest  on  deferred  payments  under  la 
Osage  entry  for  a  period  during  which  saoh  entry  was  suspended. 

First  AsHstant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

La/nd  Office^  February  19^  1892. 

By  letter  dated  December  18, 1890,  the  register  at  Lamed^  KansM, 
transmitted  an  application  by  Arthur  Gorham,  Osage  entryman  and 
transferee  of  three  other  Osage  entrymen,  for  the  repayment  of  certam 
interest  on  the  deferred  payments  made  in  completing  said  entriefl^ 
under  the  act  May  28, 1880  (21  Stat.,  143). 

By  decision  dated  January  6, 1891,  you  denied  this  application  for  the 
reason  that  there  was  "  no  law  "  for  its  allowance. 

Gorham  appeals  here. 

It  is  set  out  in  said  appeal  that  the  four  entries  described  (which  em- 
braced one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  each,  in  the  Larned  district)  were 
made  in  the  fall  of  1883;  that  one-fourth  of  the  purchase  price,  that  is, 
$50,  was  then  paid  by  each  entryman;  that  Gorham  bought  the  remain- 
ing entries  and  in  1884  tendered  the  balance  of  $150,  due  upon  each; 
that  the  local  officers  refused  such  tender  for  the  reason  that  by  letter 
of  January  7, 1884,  you  had  suspended  said  entries;  that  Gorham  was 
then  informed  at  the  local  office  that  said  payment  could  not  be  made 
until  the  entries  were  relieved  of  such  suspension;  that  said  entries 
were  reinstated  by  your  letter  of  Ifovember  12, 1890;  that  (in  pnrsa- 
ance  of  your  letter  of  December  10, 1890)  Gorham  made  said  payments 
December  18, 1890,  together  with  interest  thereon,  and  that  he  then 
protested  against  the  charge  of  interest  covering  the  periods  during 
which  said  entries  were  suspended. 

Gorham,  accordingly,  asks  the  return  of  the  interest  paid  by  him  for 
said  periods. 

Whether  or  not  said  interest  was  properly  charged  need  not  be  dis- 
cussed; for  conceding  that  it  was  erroneously  collected,  the  land  de- 
partment could  not  repay  it  without  sanction  of  law.  There  being,  as 
you  have  properly  found,  no  statutory  provision  for  such  repayment^ 
the  pending  application  must  be  denied  for  want  of  jurisdiction* 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Agnew  V.  Morton's  Heibs« 

Motion  for  reyiew  of  departmental  decision  rendered  September  2^ 
1891, 13  L.  D.,  228,  overruled  February  19, 1892. 


SOLDIEBS'  AVDITION^AL  HOMESTJCAD— CERTIORABI. 

Selden  V.  Mathews  et  al. 

The  right  to  make  a  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry  is  personal  and  not  assign- 
able. 

An  application  for  certiorari  wiU  not  be  granted,  where  firom  the  showing  made  it  is 
apparent  that  the  decision  below  wonld  be  affirmed  if  before  the  Department 
for  consideration. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Offiee^  Febru- 
ary 19, 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  December  1, 1891,  transmitting  an 
application  for  certiorari,  in  the  case  of  Harvey  Selden  v.  A.  Mathews 
and  A.  N.  Edgington,  involving  lot  3,  Sec.  17,  T.  53  N.,  B.  32  W.,  Mar- 
qaette  land  district,  Michigan. 

This  tract  is  within  the  indemnity  Umits  of  the  grant  for  the  Mar- 
quette, Houghton  and  Ontonagon  Railroad,  and  for  that  reason  the 
application  tendered  by  Abram  Mathews,  on  December  17,  1884,  to 
enter  the  land  in  dispute  in  the  name  of  Edgington,  under  section  2306 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  was  refused. 

On  August  16, 1887,  Selden  tendered  an  application  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  this  land,  which  was  also  rejected  on  account  of  the 
withdrawal  for  railroscd  purposes. 

iri>on  the  restoration  of  the  indemnity  lands,  Selden  tendered  a  second 
application,  to- wit:  on  October  10,  1887,  and  by  letter  (F)  of  January 
19, 1889,  a  hearing  was  ordered  to  determine  the  respective  rights  of 
the  applicants. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  recite  the  proceedings  under  the  order  of 
January  19,  1889,  and  subsequent  orders;  suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
case  was  Anally  submitted  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts. 

The  local  officers  found  in  favor  of  Selden,  and  Mathews  appealed  in 
the  name  of  Edgington. 

In  your  decision  of  September  10, 1891  (C.  L.  O.,  Vol.  18,  p.  134),  it 
is  stated: 

The  parties  submitted  an  agreed  statement  of  facts  in  which  it  is  stipulated  and 
Mathews  admits  that  the  said  Edgington,  on  July  17,  1882,  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged a  power  of  attorney  to  Mathews,  and  also  another  instrument  in  blank  in 
which  he  authorized  his  attorney  to  sell  and  transfer  any  lands  acquired  under  said 
certificate  and  ''  to  receiye  for  his  own  use  and  benefit  any  moneys  or  other  property 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  lands  or  any  interest  therein,  or  arising  from  any 

contract  in  relation  thereto, and  I  hereby  release  to  my  said  attorney 

all  claim  to  any  of  the  proceeds  of  any  such  sale,    .....    agreeing  that  I  wilU 
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at  any  time,  without  farther  oonaideratioii,  ezecate  and  deliTer,  or  canie  to  be  e^ 
oated|  acknowledged  and  delivered,  snch  further  iBsnance  of  title  toaaid  propertjii 
said  attorney  eubfititutes  or  assigns  may  require. "  Edgington  also  exeeuted  asd 
signed  two  blank  applications,  on  the  usual  form  as  used  by  the  land  offioe,  £be 
locating  soldier's  additional  homestead  certificate  upon  the  payment  to  Edgingtoa 
on  said  day  of  a  money  consideration  by  the  firm  of  Sweet  and  Co.,  of  Indianapolis, 
Indiana.  These  papers  were  delivered  to  said  firm  with  the  intention  of  tranafema^ 
to  them  all  the  interest  and  claim  he  might  have  to  any  land  located  upoo  asd 
entered  by  said  certificate.  The  certificate  and  papers  came  into  the  hmdi  ef 
Mathews  before  any  attempt  was  made  to  locate  any  lands  under  said  certificate, 
and  he  was  authorized  to  fill  out  said  papers,  locate  the  application  and  inseit  hii 
name  in  the  power  of  attorney,  which  he  did.  Edgington  had  no  intereet  in  this  cer- 
tificate when  the  same  was  filled  out  and  located  by  Mathews,  and  has  no  interas 
in  the  entry  or  land  in  dispute.  All  the  steps  taken  in  the  case  have  been  under  asd 
by  virtue  of  said  powers  of  attorney.  Said  transfer  and  power  of  attorney  anthcr- 
ized  Mathews  to  prosecute  or  defend  any  suit  against  said  land  at  his  own  ooai 

Upon  these  facts  you  find : 

That  Mathews  could  only  make  entry  as  agent  or  attorney  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  Edgington,  and  said  right  to  enter  an  additional  homestead  being  only  aperMoal 
right,  not  subject  to  sale  or  transfer,  Mathews  acquired  no  rights  by  virtue  of  th« 
transfer  of  said  certificate  to  him.  And  the  attempt  on  the  part  of  Mathews  to  ent«r 
said  land  for  his  own  use,  in  the  name  of  Edgington,  is  without  authority  of  law  and 
cannot  be  allowed.  Mathews  cannot  as  transferee  use  the  name  of  Edgington  to  per- 
fect the  entry  or  prosecute  this  suit  for  his  own  benefit,  having  acquired  no  propertr 
right  by  reason  of  his  attempted  purchase  of  said  certificate  and  right  to  enter. 
Edgington  parted  vrith  all  the  interest  lie  had  in  said  certificate  and  right  to  enter 
an  additional  homestead  some  time  prior  to  the  date  Mathews  made  application  to 
enter  the  land  in  dispute,  and  he  has  no  interest  whatever  in  this  litigation.  He  is. 
therefore,  neither  a  party  in  interest  nor  a  proper  party  to  this  suit.  He  has  do 
rights  that  will  be  Jeopardized  or  interest  that  can  be  affected  by  any  decision  ren- 
dered in  this  case  and  therefore  has  no  right  of  appeal. 

You,  however,  suspended  action  under  the  decision  for  twenty  day3 
after  notice,  under  Bules  83  to  86  of  Practice,  and  nyon  report  from  the 
local  officers  of  no  action  on  the  part  of  Edgington,  the  case  was  dosed 
by  your  letter  of  October  29, 1891. 

October  30, 1891,  an  appeal  was  filed  firom  your  decision  of  Septem- 
ber 10, 1891,  which  was  returned  with  your  letter  of  ITovember  6, 1891' 

Thereui)on  the  present  petition  was  filed,  and  is  based  upon  the  fol- 
lowing grounds  : 

1.  The  Hon.  Commissioner's  action  amounts  to  a  denial  of  the  right  of  appeal/ 
guaranteed  by  the  Rules  of  Practice^  from  a  final  decision  of  the  Hon.  Commisnoo^f 
involying  the  merits  of  the  contest. 

2.  The  action  of  the  Hon.  Commissioner  is  irregular  andunauthorizedby  tb0rni<)> 
of  practice,  in  that  it  attempts  to  deny  an  appeal  to  the  Hon.  Secretary  before  sQcb 
appeal  is  filed  and  while  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rules  within  which  an  app^ 
may  be  filed  has  not  yet  expired. 

3.  Because  said  action  by  the  Commissioner  is  contrary  to  and  unanthoriEcd  ^J 
any  ruling  or  decision  of  your  Department,  and  an  assumed  exercise  of  his  disoretioii 
not  authorized  by  the  Bules  of  Practice. 

Without  discussing  the  questions  of  practice  raised  in  this  petitioQ) 
it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  statement  oi  fietcts  on  which  the  Commit 
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sionei's  decision  is  based  is  not  denied  in  said  i>etition9  nor  is  it  urged 
that  the  decision  is  not  in  harmony  with  that  of  the  Department  based 
on  a  like  state  of  facts,  but  it  is  the  admitted  purpose  of  the  petitioner 
to  secure  the  acceptance  of  the  appeal, 

In  order  that  he  may  have  the  thne  which  the  conditioii  of  the  docket  affords  in 
other  easee^  in  which  to  present  the  ease  with  that  deliberation  which  shall  bear  due 
respect  to  the  Department,  and  enable  the  subject  to  be  treated  in  such  manner  and 
completeness  as  to  Justify  a  reoonsideration  of  any  adTerse  doctrines  heretofore 
anuoanoed  in  other  cases. 

The  facts  given  by  the  Oommissioner  clearly  show  that  the  certifi- 
cate issued  to  Edgington  was  assigned,  and  that  the  present  attempted 
location  was  not  in  his  (Edgington's)  interest,  bat  for  the  benefit  of  the 
assignee. 

The  question  as  to  the  assignability  of  the  right  to  make  a  soldier's 
additional  homestead  entry  has  been  thoroughly  considered  by  this 
Department^  and  it  is  held  that  such  right  is  personal  and  not  assign- 
able.   John  M.  Walker  et  al.j  7  L.  D.,  505,  on  review,  10  L.  D.,  354. 

This  position  has  been  re-affirmed  in  numerous  cases,  and  the  ques- 
tion can  not  now  be  con  sidered  an  open  one  ;  farther,  this  question 
might  have  been  argued  upon  the  present  petition,  and  sufficient  time 
has  already  elapsed  since  the  presentation  of  the  petition  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

Were  the  case  now  before  the  Department,  the  decision  of  September 
10, 1891,  would  be  sustained,  and  for  this  reason  the  writ  of  certiorari 
is  denied.    Forney  v.  Union  Pacific  Bailway  Company  (11  L.  D.,  430). 


pbe-smption— fikaii  pboof-jleats  of  absencb. 

Ohables  H.  Whitakbb. 

A.  pr^-emptoT  is  not  entitled  to  an  extension  of  time  within  which  to  submit  final 
proof  on  showing  a  fedlnre  of  crops  and  applying  for  leave  of  absence  i^m  the 
land. 

Rrst  AsHstaait  Secretary  Ohamdier  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  OffioCy  February  19  j  1892. 

On  the  17th  of  February,  1888,  Charles  H.  Whitaker  filed  his  pre- 
emption declaratory  statement  for  the  SW  J  of  Sec.  11,  T.  105  N.,  E.  68 
W.,  Chamberlain  land  district,  South  Dakota,  alle^ng  settlement  three 
days  prior  to  that  date.  The  thirty-three  months  within  which  he  must 
make  final  proof,  would  therefore  expire  on  the  14th  of  I^ovember,  1890. 

On  the  11th  of  November,  1890,  he  made  it  appear  to  the  register  and 
teceiver  that  in  consequence  of  a  total  or  partial  failure  of  crops  during 
that  and  the  preceding  year,  he  was  unable  to  secure  a  supi)ort  for 
himself  and  those  dependent  upon  him,  upon  the  land  settled  ui)on, 
and  he  applied  f6r  a  leave  of  absence  from  the  claim  for  one  year  from 
that  date. 
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Leave  was  granted  him  by  the  local  officers  for  six  months,  sach  term 
expiring  on  the  11th  of  May,  1891.  These  facts  being  reported  to  voOf 
the  local  officers  were  informed  that  their  action  was  without  aathoritr, 
and  they  were  directed  to  notify  Whitaker  of  the  fetct,  and  to  infoini 
him  that  you  had  revoked  their  six  months  leave  of  absence,  and  to  ad- 
vise him  of  his  right  of  appeal  from  your  action.  An  appeal  from  your 
decision  in  the  case  brings  the  subject  before  me  for  consideration. 

Section  2265  Bevised  Statutes  requires  that  every  claimant  under  tk 
pre-emption  law  shall  make  known  his  claim  in  writing  to  the  regis^ter 
of  the  proper  office,  within  three  months  from  the  time  of  his  settle- 
ment, giving  the  designation  of  the  tract  and  the  time  of  settlement. 

Section  2267  of  the  statutes  provides  that  all  claimants  of  pre-emp- 
tion rights,  under  the  two  preceding  sections,  shall,  when  no  shorter 
time  is  prescribed  by  law,  make  the  proper  proof  and  payment  for  the 
land  claimed  within  thirty  months  after  the  date  prescribed  therein, 
for  filing  their  declaratory  notices  has  expired. 

Under  these  provisions  of  the  statutes,  the  time  within  which  Whit- 
aker must  make  known  in  writing  to  the  register  his  claim  to  the  land 
expired  three  months  after  his  settlement,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  Jlar, 
1888,  and  his  time  for  making  proper  proof  and  payment  expired  thirty 
months  after  that  date,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  November,  1890. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat,, 
854)  provides  for  granting  to  settlers  a  leave  of  absence  from  the  claim. 
in  the  cases  in  said  section  mentioned,  for  a  period  not  exceeding  one 
year  at  any  one  time,  without  the  forfeiture  of  any  rights,  but  also  pro- 
vides that  the  time  of  such  actual  absence  shall  not  be  deducted  fi*oin 
the  actual  residence  required  by  law. 

The  act  last  cited  makes  no  provisions  for  extending  the  time  i^^r 

making  final  proof,  and  only  provides  for  temporary  absences,  as  statnl 

In  this  respect  it  differs  from  the  act  of  July  1, 1879  (21  Stat.,  48)  whkli 

afforded  relief  to  settlers  whose  crops  were  injured  or  destroyed  If 

grasshoppers,  where  the  time  for  making  proof  and  payment  was  ex 

tended  one  year,  during  which  no  adverse  rights  should  attach,  and  the 

settler  was  allowed  to  resume  and  perfect  his  settlement  as  though  no 

such  absence  had  occurred.    That  act  also  allowed  a  still  further  ei 

tension  of  one  year,  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  absence  ^^^ 

provided  for,  if  the  circumstances,  in  your  discretion,  were  such  as  to 

justify  it. 

The  joint  resolution  of  Congress  of  September  30, 1890  (26  Stat- 

684),  (11  L.  D.,  417),  provided  for  extending  the  time  of  payment  for 

one  year  to  settlers  on  the  public  lands,  in  cases  where  therevaf^a 

failure  of  crops  for  which  the  settler  was  in  no  wise  responsihle,  bnt 

which  rendered  him  unable  to  make  the  payment  as  required  hy  la^- 

This  resolution,  however,  did  not  extend  the  time  for  making  fi^^^ 

proof. 

Whitaker,  in  no  way,  attributes  the  failure  of  his  crops  to  the  rav- 
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ages  of  grasshoppers^  and  his  case,  therefore,  does  not  come  within  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  July  1, 1879,  which  extended  the  time  for  mak- 
ing final  proof^  as  well  as  the  time  for  payment.  His  case  is  governed 
by  the  provision  of  section  2267  of  the  statutes,  already  cited,  and  by 
not  making  proof  prior  to  or  at  the  time  the  period  therein  mentioned 
expired,  the  land  became  subject  to  settlement  by  any  other  qualified 
pre-emptor.  Under  the  circumstances  of  his  case,  however,  he  having 
been  misled  by  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  should  he  return  to  the 
land  before  any  adverse  claim  should  attach,  and  make  satisfactory 
final  proof,  his  time  for  making  payment  might  be  extended  in  accord- 
ance with  the  acts  and  resolutions  of  Congress.  Your  instructions  to 
the  local  officers  as  to  your  revocation  of  his  leave  of  absence,  and  as 
to  the  effect  of  his  remaining  away  from  the  land,  are  hereby  approved. 


VOBXBT  BESBBVATION— WITHDRAWAL-BESTORATION. 

Instbuotions. 

Where  a  Teserration  of  forest  lands  has  been  created  by  the  President,  under  section 
24y  act  of  March  3, 1891,  no  act  of  Congress  is  required  to  restore  the  land  thns 
reserred  to  the  public  domain,  but  the  same  may  be  done  by  the  President. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Laaid  Office^  February 

15y  1892. 

I  enclose  herewith  copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-Oen- 
eral,  which  I  approve,  in  regard  to  the  question  "  whether  after  the  Pres- 
ident, under  act  pf  March  3rd,  1891,  has  withdrawn  lands  from  entry 
and  made  proclamation,  it  will  require  an  act  of  Congress  to  restore 
them  to  the  public  domain." 

OPINION. 

Assistant  Attorney  Qeneral  Shields  to  the  Secretary  of  ths  Interior ^  Feb- 
ruary 13, 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  request  for  an  expression  of  my  opinion  on 
the  question  ^^  whether  after  the  President  under  act  of  March  3, 1891 
(26  Stat.,  1095),  has  withdrawn  lands  from  entry  and  made  proclama- 
tion, it  will  require  an  act  of  Congress  to  restore  them  to  the  public  do- 
main r 

Section  24,  of  the  act  above  cited,  provides : 

That  the  President  of  the  United  States  may,  from  time  to  time,  set  apart  and  re- 
nrve,  in  any  State  or  Territory  having  public  land  bearing  forests,  in  any  part  of 
the  pnblio  Unds  wholly  or  in  part  covered  with  timber  or  undergrowth,  whether  of 
commercial  value  or  not,  as  public  reservations,  and  the  President  shall,  by  pnblio 
proclamation,  deolare  the  establishment  of  such  reservations  and  the  limits  thereof^ 

The  principle  recognized  in  this  section,  and  the  authority  conferred 
thereby,  are  simply  in  accordance  with  what  has  been  recognized  from 
145ei— VOL  14 ^14 
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an  early  period  in  the  history  of  the  government;  thus  in  the  case  of 
Grisar  v.  McDowell  (6  Wallace,  381),  the  court  says: 

It  has  been  the  practice  of  the  President  to  order  from  time  to  time,  as  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  public  service  required^  parcels  of  land  belonging  to  the  United 
states  to  be  reserved  from  sale  and  set  apart  for  public  nses. 

The  act  in  question  is  in  the  nature  of  a  discretionary  statute.  The 
location,  the  extent  and  the  time  of  creating  the  reservations,  is  left 
wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  President.  Both  the  language  of 
the  section,  and  the  theory  which  prompted  the  legislation,  seem  to 
have  recognized  that  said  reservation  might  be  temporary  or  perma- 
nent, as,  in  the  discretion  of  the  President,  the  good  of  the  public  serv- 
ice might  demand;  had  it  been  otherwise,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  assome 
that  Congress  would  have  established  the  boundaries  of  tracts  to  be 
reserved,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  the  Yellowstone  Kational  Park, 
and  the  forest  reservations  in  Oatifornia,  created  by  the  acts  of  Septem- 
ber 25,  and  October  1, 1890  (26  Stat,  478  and  650).  Again  this  view  is 
sustained  by  the  consideration,  that,  as  the  result  of  erroneous  informa- 
tion a  tract  of  land  not  intended  to  be  included,  and  the  reservation  of 
which  would  inflict  great  hardship  on  the  public  might  be  reserved  by 
the  President.  To  await  action  by  Congress  for  the  restoration  of  the 
land  would  result  in  much  loss  to  the  public,  hence,  in  my  opinion, 
Congress  intended  to  recognize  the  principle  that  the  President  has  the 
power  to  withdraw  public  lands,  and  to  restore  the  same  to  the  public 
domain,  as  the  public  good  may  demand. 

It  is  true  that  it  is  held  that  the  President  can  not  restore  lands  for- 
merly reserved  for  military  purposes  to  the  mass  of  the  public  domain, 
but  this  results  from  the  act  of  June  12, 1858  (11  Stat/,  336)  which  pro- 
vides that  lands  in  abandoned  military  reservations  were  not  subject  to 
sale  or  pre-emption  under  any  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  and 
this  law  was  in  force  until  July  5, 1884,  when  by  a  general  act  (23  Stat, 
103)  Congress  provided  that  lands  embraced  in  military  reservations, 
which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President,  have  become  useless  for  sach 
purposes,  shall  be  disposed  in  a  certain  prescribed  manner.  In  other 
words,  the  authority  of  the  President  over  a  certain  i>ortion  of  the  pub- 
lic domain  is  limited  by  express  statute,  but  does  this  limitation  of  bis 
power  extend  to  lands  not  embraced  in  the  statutes  above  referred  tot 

In  1855,  Associate  Justice  McLean  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case  of 
United  States  v.  Railroad  Bridge  Company  (6  McLean  517).  The  de- 
cision bears  the  impress  of  careful  consideration. 

Eock  Island  had  been  reserved  for  military  purposes  in  1825.  It  was 
abandoned  in  1836.  It  appears  that  the  Secretary  of  War  in  1838  de- 
clined to  sell  the  land  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1819, 
(3  Stat.,  520)  which  provided 

That  the  Secretary  of  War  be,  and  he  is  hereby  aathorized,  under  the  direction  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  cause  to  be  sold  such  military  sites,  belonging 
to  the  United  States,  as  may  have  been  foand,  or  become  useless  for  military  piu^ 
poses. 
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The  court  said: 

Thislawy  £romit0  language,  was  not  intended  to  be  a  general  regolation;  but 
authorized  the  sale  of  military  reserves,  which,  at  that  time,  had  become  useless. 
It  changed  the  settled  mode  of  selling  public  lands,  as  it  authorized  the  Secretary  to 
sell  for  a  price  agreed  on,  which  precludes,  or  at  least  renders  unnecessary  a  sale 
by  public  anotion,  as  the  general  law  for  the  sale  of  the  public  lands  required.  This 
consideration,  as  well  as  the  purport  of  the  section,  showed  that  it  was  not  a  general 
regulation,  but  was  intended  to  operate  upon  military  reservations  which  then  ex- 
isted and  which  were  unnecessary. 

The  Attorney-General  contends  that  the  frequent  interposition  of  Congress,  espe- 
cially authorizing  the  sale  of  military  reservations,  negatives  the  idea  that  they  could 
be  sold  without  statute  authority. 

When  land  has  been  purchased  by  the  United  States  for  militaiy  or  other  purposes, 
it  is  admitted  the  land  can  not  be  sold  without  the  special  authority  of  Congress. 
In  such  cases  the  purchase  is  made  for  a  specific  object,  and  being  purchased  with 
the  consent  of  the  State,  under  the  federal  constitution,  there  is  a  cession  of  Juirs- 
diction  as  well  as  of  property.  Now,  to  transfer  property  so  acquired  and  relin- 
quish the  Jurisdiction,  the  authority  of  Congress  is  indispensable.  And  this  shows 
the  reason  why  the  act  of  the  28th  of  April,  1828,  was  passed.  It  provides  in  the 
fitst  section,  "  that  in  all  cases  where  lands  hare  been,  or  shall  hereafter  be  conveyed 
'to  or  for  the  United  States,  for  forts,  arsenals,  dock  yards,  light  houses,  or  any  like 
purpose,  etc.,  which  shall  not  be  used  as  necessary  for  the  purpose,  for  which  they 
were  purchased  or  other  authorized  purposes,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  to  cause  the  same  to  be  sold  for  the  best  price  to  be  obtained,  and 
to  convey  the  same  by  g^nt  or  otherwise." 

Now  from  this  act  it  does  not  follow,  that  where  the  government  reserves  its  own 
land  from  sale,  for  any  public  purpose,  that  a  special  act  of  Congress  after  its  aban- 
donment is  necessary  for  the  sale  of  it.  The  President,  under  a  general  power  given 
him  by  the  act  of  1809,  selected  a  part  of  the  land  on  Eock  Island  for  a  military 
site,  on  which  Fort  Armstrong  was  built.  And  when  he  finds  the  place  no  longer 
useful  as  a  military  post,  or  for  any  other  public  purpose,  he  has  a  right  to  abandon 
it,  and  notify  the  land  offices  where  the  reservation  was  entered.  The  entry  on  the 
books  of  the  land  offices  within  which  the  reserved  site  is  situated  and  the  occu- 
pancy of  the  place  by  the  government,  are  the  only  evidence  of  ^e  reservation. 
And  when  this  evidence  is  withdrawn,  and  the  site  is  abandoned,  the  reserve  fUls 
back  into  the  mass  of  the  public  lands  subject  to  be  sold  under  the  general  law. 

This  language  is  clear  and  explicit  and  seems  to  recognize  the  power 
of  the  President,  throngh  his  subordinates,  to  Te&tore  public  land  which 
had  been  withdrawn  for  military  or  other  purposes,  under  the  acts  of 
Congress,  to  the  mass  of  the  public  domain.    This  decision  was  rendered 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  12, 1858,  supra^  which  did  not 
embrace  lands  reserved  under  law  for  public  purposes,  other  than  mil- 
itary.   Attorney  General  Bates  rendered  an  opinion  in  1862  (10  Ops.^ 
^9)  in  which  he  questioned  the  correctness  of  Justice  McLean's  opin- 
ion on  the  point  now  under  consideration.    This  opinion  was  rendered 
^er  the  passage  of  the  act  of  June  12, 1858  supra  which  created  a  dif- 
ferent status  of  the  lands  &om  that  which  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
decision  of  Justice  McLean ;  that  is  to  say,  by  the  act  of  1858,  Congress 
fixed  by  statute  what  before  was  an  open  question,  viz.,  what  disposi- 
tion should  be  made  of  lands  released  from  a  military  reservation,  and 
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in  effect,  at  least,  declared  that  they  could  only  be  disposed  of  by  ad; 
of  Congress. 

The  power  of  the  President  to  reserve  lands  for  public  purposes  is 
too  well  established  to  require  any  discussion. 

In  the  case  of  Grisar  v.  McDowell  (supra)  the  court,  on  page  371,  in 
discussing  the  action  of  the  President,  who,  on  November  5,  1850,  made 
a  reservation  of  certain  lands  on  the  bay  of  San  Francisco,  and  on 
December  31, 1851,  modified  the  order  creating  said  reservation,  used 
the  following  language: 

Nor  is  it  of  any  conseqaence  that  the  modification  was  made  as  asserted,  to  ayoid 
a  possible  contest  with  an  adveise  claimant  to  a  portion  of  the  original  reseryation. 
The  reason  which  may  have  governed  the  President  can  not  affect  the  vaUdity  of  hi» 
action.  He  possessed  the  same  authority  in  1851  to  modify  the  reservation  of  1850; 
by  enlarging  or  reducing  it,  that  he  possessed  to  make  the  reservation  in  the  fint 
instance. 

It  logically  follows  that  the  authority  to  reduce  the  area  of  a  reser- 
vation, implied  the  authority  to  restore  the  land  thus  released  to  the 
status  it  occupied  prior  to  the  reservation,  unless  that  power  is  re- 
stricted by  statute,  as  in  the  case  of  military  reservations. 

In  the  case  of  Bullard  r.  Des  Moines  and  Fort  Dodge  Railroad  (122 
U.  8.,  167)  the  court  in  holding  that  the  joint  resolution  of  the  two  Houses 
of  Congress  of  March  2, 1861  relinquishing  to  the  State  of  Iowa  certain 
lands  along  the  Des  Moines  Eiver  above  the  mouth  of  Baocoon  Fork, 
did  not  operate  to  terminate  the  withdrawal  of  all  the  lands  on  that 
river  above  Baccoon  Fork  from  entry  and  pre-emption^  which  was 
originally  made  in  1850,  and  which  was  continued  in  force  from  that 
time,  and  of  which  renewed  notice  was  given  in  May,  1860,  say 

This  is  not  the  way  in  which  a  reservation  from  sale  or  pre-emption  of  pnblieUnd 
is  removed.  In  almost  every  instance,  in  which  sach  a  reservation  is  tenninsted^ 
there  has  been  a  proclamation  by  the  President  that  the  lands  are  open  for  entry  or 
sale,  and  in  most  instances  they  have  first  been  offered  for  sale  at  public  auction. 

This  language  seems  to  imply  that  the  President  haa  the  authority  to 
restore  lands  which  have  been  reserved  by  him  for  public  purposes. 

Secretary  Lamar,  in  restoring  to  entry  the  lauds  which  had  been 
withdrawn  as  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company,  used  this  language 

On  a  fnU  consideration  of  the  whole  subject  I  conclude  that  the  withdraws!  fot 
indemnity  purposes  if  permissible  under  the  law  was  solely  by  virtue  of  execntive 
authority,  and  may  be  revoked  by  the  same  authority ;  that  such  revocation  wovl^i 
not  be  a  violation  of  either  law  or  equity  (6  L.  D.,  91). 

This  language  certainly  implies  the  authority  of  the  President  to 
restore  lands  withdrawn  for  public  purposes.  The  reasoning,  and  the 
conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  the  reasoning,  in  the  oases  I  have  cited, 
seem  to  establish  the  principle,  that  in  the  absence  of  express  statutes 
limiting  his  authority,  as  in  the  case  of  military  reservations,  the 
President  has  the  same  authority  to  restore  lands  to  the  mass  of 
public  domain  that  he  has  to  reserve  them  for  public  uses. 
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Endlich,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  section  161^ 
page  223,  says : 

It  is  presumed  that  the  Legislature  does  not  intend  to  deprive  the  Crown  of  any 
prerogatiTe,  right  of  property,  nnless  it  expresses  its  intention  to  4o  so  in  explicit 
terms,  or  makes  the  inference  irresistible. 

There  are  no  words  in  the  24th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891, 
which  can  be  construed  as  restricting  the  President  in  his  control  of 
the  public  domain,  under  the  laws;  on  the  contrary,  the  language  of 
said  section  seems  to  be  in  keeping  with  the  general  principles  which 
control  in  the  administration  of  the  public  land  system. 

In  reply  to  your  inquiry,  I  would  therefore  say,  that  in  my  opinion, 
where  a  reservation  has  been  created  by  the  President,  under  section 
24  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  no  act  of  Congress  is  required  to  restore 
the  land  thus  reserved  to  the  public  domain,  but  the  same  may  be  done 
by  the  President. 

SCHOOL  LANI>-^ETTLEMENT  BEFORE  SXTBYET. 

BOLAND  BBAITHWAITB. 

The  right  of  a  bona  fide  settler,  prior  to  survey,  on  land  reserved  for  school  pur- 
poses to  perfect  title  thereto  is  not  defeated  by  failnre  to  establish  actual  resi- 
dence on  the  land  for  a  term  of  years  after  settlement  and  survey,  where  during 
such  period  valuable  improvements  are  made  and  maintained  and  due  residence 
established  thereafter. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  Febuary  23, 1892. 

On  May  7, 1888,  Eoland  Braithwaite  made  homestead  entry  of  the 
E.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  E.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  16,  T.  18  S.,  B.  2  E., 
Utah  Territory,  and  commuted  the  same  to  cash  (No.  3390)  in  December, 
1888  (receiver's  receipt  dated  January  2, 1888,  evidently  meant  to  be 
January  2,  1889,  commutation  proof  having  been  made  before  the 
clerk  of  the  county  court  for  San  Pete  county,  Utah,  December  22, 
1888). 

On  May  17, 1890,  you  held  the  entry  for  cancellation,  because  claim- 
ant "did  not  remove  to  the  land  until  more  than  fifteen  years  after  the 
survey,  which  is  evidently  not  a  reasonable  time."    From  that  judg- 
ment claimant  brings  this  appeal. 
The  record  discloses  the  following  facts: 

In  1865,  he  made  water  ditches  on  the  land,  and  commenced  its  cul- 
tivation by  grubbing  and  breaking.  He  thereafter  cultivated  the  land 
every  season,  ^|  except  one  year,  about  twenty  years  since,  when  I  was 
prevented  by  Indian  depredations."  In  April,  1888,  he  built  a  log 
house,  eighteen  by  twenty  feet,  valued  at  $76.  He  then  had  two  miles 
of  ditching,  worth  llOOO;  out-houses,  $25;  sixty-five  acres  grubbed  and 
plowed,  worth  $260 — total  value  of  improvements  $1,350.    He  moved 
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witb  his  family  (wife  and  nine  children)  to  the  land  in  April,  1888,  anl 
thereafter  continuously  resided  there. 

The  proof  shows  that  he  had  five  horses;  nine  head  of  cattle,  and 
other  stock  on  the  place.  He  raised  wheat,  oats,  and  potatoes  on  the 
land  every  year  (except  one)  since  1866,  averaging  thirty  a^ares  in  cul- 
tivation each  year.  Prior  to  April,  1888,  he  lived  in  Manti,  Utah, 
where  he  followed  the  shoemaker's  trade. 

The  subdivisional  lines  of  the  township  were  not  run  until  1872, 
when,  for  the  first  time,  he  learned  his  improvements  were  on  a  school 
section.    He  says: 

The  reason  why  I  did  not  make  entry  sooner  was  because  I  was  of  the  opinion  tint 
on  entry  could  not  be  made  on  a  school  section  in  this  territoiy,  unless  it  wis 
filed  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  filing  the  township  plat  in  the  loeil 
office;  but  was  infoimed  that  I  could  make  entry  on  the  ground  of  occupancy, im- 
proving and  cultivating  the  same  prior  to  and  at  the  time  the  additional  surrey  wis 
made. 

The  act  of  September  9, 1850  (9  Stat,  553),  establishing  a  tenitoml 
government  for  Utah,  in  its  15th  section,  provides: 

That  when  the  lands  in  the  said  Territory  shall  be  surveyed  under  direction  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  preparatory  to  bringing  the  same  into  mirket, 
sections  numbered  sixteen  and  thirty-six  in  each  township  in  said  Territory  shsll  be 
and  the  same  are  hereby  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  to  schools  in  said 
Territory,  and  the  Stat-es  and  Territories  hereafter  to  be  erected  out  of  the  same. 

The  act  of  February  26, 1859  (11  Stat.,  385,  now  sections  2275  and 
2276  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  applicable  alike  to  aU  the  states  and 
territories),  provides  that: 

Where  settlements,  with  a  view  to  pre-emption,  have  been  made  before  thesnrrey 
of  the  lands  in  the  iield,  which  are  found  to  have  beeu  made  on  sections  sixteen  or 
thirty-six,  those  sections  shall  be  subject  to  the  pre-emption  claim  of  such  settler; 
and,  if  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  been  or  shaU  be  reserved  or  pledged  for  the  nee 
of  schools  or  colleges  in  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  lands  lie,  other  Isndi  of 
like  quantity  are  appropriated,  in  lieu  of  such  as  may  be  patented  by  pre-emptai% 
and  other  lands  are  also  appropriated  to  compensate  deficiencies  for  school  poipowe, 
where  sections  sixteen  or  thirty-six  are  fractional  in  quantity,  or  where  one  or  both 
are  wanting  by  reason  of  the  township  being  fractional,  or  from  any  natural  canse 
whatever. 

The  act  above  quoted  does  not  grant  the  sections  therein  specified, 
but  only  reserves  them  in  contemplation  of  a  future  grant;  the  legal 
title  thereto  still  remains  in  the  United  States. 

If,  prior  to  the  survey  in  1872,  a  settlement  was  made  upon  the  land 
in  question,  "  with  a  view  to  pre-emption,''  the  land  is  subject  to  the 
claim  of  such  settler,  and  indemnity  therefor  may  be  allowed  on  the 
consummation  of  the  grant  when  the  territory  is  admitted  into  the 
Union. 

The  sole  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  a  bona  fide  settle- 
ment was  made  on  the  land  prior  to  the  survey  with  a  view  to  its  acqtd* 
sitiou  under  the  public  land  laws. 
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In  Franklin  v.  Mnrch  (10  L.  D.,  582),  it  is  said:  <^An  act  of  settle- 
ment is  complete  from  the  instant  the  settler  goes  upon  the  land  with 
the  intention  of  making  it  his  home  and  performs  some  act  indicative  of 
such  intent." 

And  in  Bowman  v.  Davis  (12  L.  D.,  416),  referring  to  the  Franklin- 
Mnrch  case  (supra)^  it  is  said : 

This  definition  of  a  settlement  does  not  in  my  judgment  require  that  sach  act 
should  necessarily  be  done  in  connection  with  his  residence  on  the  land— such  as 
commencing  the  erection  of  a  house  to  reside  in — ^but  it  may  be  any  visible  act 
tending  to  disclose  a  design  to  appropriate  the  land  under  and  in  accordance  with 
the  pre-emption  laws It  is  sufficient  that  some  act  Is  done  denoting  an  in- 
tention to  claim  the  land  under  the  settlement  laws,  and,  although  such  act  has  no 
immediate  or  direct  relation  to  preparing  or  constructing  a  residence  thereon,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  it  was  done  in  ftirtherance  of  an  intention  to  comply  with  the  law— 
one  of  the  requisites  of  which  is  that  he  shall  make  his  home  on  the  land. 

While  claimant  did  not  make  his  actual  residence  on  the  land  until 
twenty- three  years  afber  he  performed  his  first  acts  of  settlement^  yet 
for  about  sixteon  years  of  that  period  he  was  dissuaded  from  making 
his  home  thereon  under  a  mistaken  notion  of  his  legal  rights.  The  fact 
that  he  did  build  a  good,  comfortable  house  on  the  land,  and  the  ftir- 
ther  fact  that  he  removed  his  family  and  all  his  possessions  thereto,  and 
continuously  thereafter  maintained  his  residence  upon  the  land,  is  suffi- 
cient to  show  his  intentions  in  the  first  instance  when  he  built  the 
expensive  ditches  and  grubbed  out  and  improved  the  land.  There  is 
no  protest  or  contest  against  this  entry. 

The  school  sections  in  Utah  being  only  reserved  from  disposal  in  con- 
templation of  a  future  grant,  the  title  thereto  still  remains  in  the  United 
States,  and  the  matter  in  controversy  is  virtually  between  the  United 
States  and  appellant.  (Jane  Hodgert,  1 L.  D.,  632.)  Should  the  school 
sections  be  granted  to  the  territory  on  its  admission  into  the  Union,  the 
usual  indemnity  will  doubtiess  be  allowed  the  State  for  such  sections 
or  parts  thereof  as  have  been  settled  on  prior  to  survey. 

I  think  patent  should  issue  upon  the  proof  and  payment  already 
made.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  the  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly 
reversed. 


PRB-EMPTIOX  ENTRT-SECTIOX  9260  B.  8. 

IfATHAN  Hall. 

The  inhibitory  provisions  of  the  first  claase  of  section  2260  R.  S.^  do  not  extend  to 

the  ownership  of  a  trastee. 

lirst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Zand  Office,  February  ^4, 1892. 

On  the  5th  of  August,  1885,  liTathan  Hall  made  pre-emption  cash 
entry  for  the  8WJ  of  the  8WJ  of  Sec.  29,  and  the  1SW\  of  the 
SWJ  and  the  W^  of  the  WW\  of  Sec.  32,  T.  3  S.,  R.  17  W.,  [N*.  M.,  Las 
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Cnices  land  district,  New  Mexico,  paid  two  linndred  dollars,  and  re- 
ceived final  certificate  and  receipt. 

On  the  25th  of  June,  1887,  you  held  his  said  entry  for  canceUatioD, 
upon  the  report  of  a  special  agent  of  your  office,  such  report  h&ng  dated 
March  19, 1887.  Upon  his  application,  a  hearing  was  ordered  by  yoo, 
to  enable  him  to  show  cause  why  his  said  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 
The  result  of  that  hearing  was  a  decision  by  the  register,  under  date 
of  September  27, 1888,  in  which  he  found  that  the  charges  of  the  special 
agent  were  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  that  the  contest  should  be 
dismissed,  and  patent  issue  for  the  land.  This  decision  was  ^bncmred 
in  by  the  receiver. 

The  case  coming  before  you  for  consideration,  you  rendered  a  ded- 
sion  therein  on  the  16th  of  September,  L890,  in  which  you  concorred  is 
the  opinion  of  the  local  officers,  that  the  government  Mled  to  establiih 
its  allegation  of  &ilure  to  comply  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  resideooe 
on  the  land  by  the  entryman,  but  held  that  an  abstract  of  title  of  cer- 
tain lands  in  Socorro  county,  New  Mexico,  introduced  in  evidence  od 
the  trial  by  the  special  agent  of  your  office,  showed  that  HaJl  and  one 
H.  M.  Comer  were  joint  owners  of  eight  hundred  acres  of  land  in  said 
county,  at  the  date  that  Hall  made  proof  for  the  land  in  questioiu  You, 
therefore,  held  that  he  was  within  the  inhibition  of  section  2260  of  the 
United  States  Revised  Statutes,  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local  offi- 
cers, and  held  his  entry  for  cancellation.  An  appeal  from  your  deci- 
sion brings  the  case  to  the  Department  for  consideration. 

The  evidence  submitted  upon  the  trial  and  the  record  before  me  shows 
that  HaU  was  the  agent  for  the  Nathan  Hall  Cattle  Company,  and  that 
he  was  furnished  with  money  by  said  company  with  which  to  pnreliase 
the  land  in  said  abstract  mentioned  and  described.  Hall  testified  that 
he  had  no  individual  interest  in  the  land  conveyed  by  said  deeds,  bot 
that  he  was  simply  acting  in  the  transferring  of  the  property  as  a  trofr 
tee  for  a  company;  that  the  deeds  were  made  in  his  absence,  and  he 
did  not  know  that  his  name  was  inserted  in  the  deeds  as  a  grantee nntil 
after  they  were  executed;  that  he  intended  to  have  the  deeds  made  to 
H.  M.  Comer,  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  who  sent  him  the  money 
with  which  to  purchase  the  land;  that  no  part  of  said  money  was  hid 
own;  that  he  never  considered  the  property  in  any  way  belonging  to 
him,  and  that  he  and  Comer  afterwards  conveyed  this  property  to  tbe 
company.  An  affidavit  by  Comer  is  filed  with  the  appeal,  in  which  he 
says  that  neither  Hall  nor  himself  ever  had  any  interest  in  the  land 
other  than  that  of  trustee  for  the  said  Kathan  Hall  Cattle  Company^ 
and  that  the  land  had  been  conveyed  by  them  to  said  company,  it  har* 
ing  furnished  the  money  to  make  the  purchases. 

The  testimony  of  Hall  is  much  more  clear  and  explicit  oh  this  ques- 
tion than  is  indicated  in  your  decision,  and  leaves  no  doubt  in  mymiB<l 
but  that  in  the  purchase  of  the  eight  hundred  aeres  of  land  referred  tOf 
he  was  simply  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  company  of  which  he  ^asft 
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trustee.  In  the  case  of  James  Aiken  (1  L.  D.,  462),  it  was  held  that  <'a 
person  who  owns  land  in  trust  for  others  is  not  a  proprietor  of  such 
laud  within  the  prohibition  of  the  pre-emption  act,  and  is  not  thereby 
disqualified  from  becoming  a  pre-emptor.'^ 

That  doctrine  applied  to  the  case  at  bar  clearly  removes  Hall  firom 
the  inhibited  classes  mentioned  in  section  2260  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
and  makes  him  a  qualified  pre-emptor. 

An  abstract  of  title  of  the  land  in  question  is  filed  with  the  papers  in 
the  case,  which  shows  that  the  tract  was  conveyed  by  quitclaim  deed 
on  the  15tli  of  November,  18S6,  to  the  Nathan  Hall  Cattle  Company  by 
Nathan  HaU,  and  that  the  title  to  said  land  still  remained  in  said  com- 
pany on  the  11th  of  May,  1891,  the  date  of  the  certificate  attached  to 
said  abstract.  Such  land  having  be«n  sold  prior  to  the  first  of  March^ 
1888,  and  aft^  final  entry,  and  no  adverse  claim  having  originated 
prior  to  final  proof  and  payment,  the  counsel  for  Hall  asks  that  the  en- 
try be  confirmed  under  the  provisions  of  section  seven  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1891,  (26  Stat.,  1096).  I  see  no  occasion,  however,  for  invok- 
ing the  confirmatory  provisions  of  that  act  in  this  case,  as  the  evidence 
clearly  shows  that  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  register  and  receiver 
was  correct.  The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and  patent  will 
issue  for  the  land. 


PBACrriCS^APPBAL-SPECIFICATIOKS  OF  ERBOB-BULB  89. 

HUTCHIKS  V.  KOEN. 

Bnle  82  of  Practice  docs  not  contemplate  notice  to  the  appeUant,  with  opportunity 
for  amendment^  where  proper  specifications  of  error  are  not  filed. 

Amended  specification  of  errors,  filed  out  of  time,  can  not  be  accepted  on  the  ground 
that  the  delay  was  caused  by  the  necessity  of  employing  new  counsel. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommieeioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  Feb- 

ruary  26  ^  1892. 

This  is  a  motion,  made  by  the  attorney  for  Charles  I.  Hutchins,  for 
review  of  the  departmental  decision,  of  November  21, 1891,  in  the  case 
of  said  Hutchins  v.  J.  H.  Koen,  dismissing  the  appeal  of  said  Hutchins 
from  year  decision  of  June  9, 1890,  dismissing  his  protest  against  the 
final  proof  of  Koen  for  the  NW.  i  of  Sec.  11,  T.  28,  B.  44  W.,  Lamar, 
Colorado. 

The  motion  sets  out  at  length  that  the  attorney  he  employed  to  rep- 
resent him  in  the  case,  removed,  while  the  appeal  was  x>ending  before 
you,  to  a  place  that  was  inconvenient  to  consult  and  advise  with  him  in 
the  matter;  that  upon  the  receipt  of  your  decision  he  hired  another 
attorney,  who  knew  nothing  about  the  case;  that  on  the  motion  of 
Hutchins,  you  returned  the  testimony  and  record  in  the  case  to  the 
local  officers  for  examination  by  the  newly  employed  attorney;  that 
fearing  the  testimony  might  not  be  returned  in  time,  his  attorney  pre- 
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pared  and  filed  the  appeal  which  was  held  by  the  Department  as  in- 
sufficient, 

intending  to  amend  and  file  a  more  definite  assignment  of  erron,  vben  more 

familial  with  the  testimony That  prior  to  the  filing  of  said  ameiided 

appeal,  said  Doughty  was  served  with  a  copy  of  a  motion  to  Hi»ini«a  the  originil 
appeal  herein,  and  thereupon  changed  his  amended  appeal  so  as  to  mentton  eiieh 
motion  therein,  and  to  claim  the  benefits  of  rule  of  practice  number  82.  The  beoie- 
fits  of  said  rule  are  also  herein  claimed,  and  counsel  herewith  asks  that  said  amendM 
appeal  be  made  a  part  hereof,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  said  motion  to  dismiss. 

It  is  claimed  that  as  the  appeal  was  filed  in  time,  althongh  it  was  de- 
fective, the  party  was  entitled  to  notice  and  an  opi>ortiinity  to  amend, 
to  core  the  defect. 

Eule  82  provides : 

When  the  Commissioner  considers  an  appeal  defeotlye,  he  will  notify  the  pazfy  of 
the  defect,  and  if  not  amended  within  fifteen  days  from  the  date  of  the  serrioe  cf 
such  notice  the  appeal  may  be  dismissed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Literior  and  the 
ca«e  closed. 

In  practice  it  seems  to  me  that  this  role  is  properly  applicable  to  saeli 
defects  as  may  arise  irom  the  omission  to  serve  notice  of  the  appeal 
upon  the  opposite  party  in  the  manner  required  by  the  rules  of  prac- 
tice, rather  than  to  defects  in  the  subject-matter  of  thB  appeal,  such  as 
relate  to  the  specification  of  errors.  As  tending  to  sustain  this  view^ 
see  Eudolph  Wurlitzer  (6  L.  D.,  315). 

The  record  in  the  case  at  bar  can  be  fairly  used  as  an  illustration. 
The  appeal  was  taken  in  time;  the  appeal  proper  was  sufficient;  for  it 
contains  all  that  is  necessary  to  bring  the  case  here  on  appeal;  it  was 
served  uxK)n  the  counsel  for  the  opposite  party  in  the  time  and  maimer 
required.  In  none  of  these  matters  was  there  any  defect.  Hence,  there 
was  no  reason  for  you  to  consider  the  appeal  defective,  nor  was  there 
any  defect  within  the  contemplation  of  Bule  82,  for  you  to  notify  the 
party  to  amend.  The  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  specification 
was  one  to  be  determined  by  the  Department,  as  well  as  all  other  qaes 
tions  arising  upon  the  record,  and  not  by  you,  while  the  appeal  was 
pending  here. 

It  may  be  further  said  that  Bule  82,  clearly  relates  to  the  appeal  and 
under  it  a  defective  appeal  may  be  amended  within  the  time  named.  In 
no  way  can  said  rule  be  said  to  relate  to  the  specification  of  errors.  Bole 
88  provides  for  the  filing  of  a  specification  of  errors,  limits  the  time  in 
which  they  shall  be  tiled  and  clearly  defines  their  character. 

In  the  case  of  Stevens  v,  Bobinson  (4  L.  D.,  551),  a  question  some- 
what similar  to  the  one  now  presented  arose.  In  that  case  it  wus 
assumed  that  the  appeal  was  taken  in  the  time  required,  but  at  t^e 
time  it  was  taken  it  contained  no  specification  of  errors  as  required} 
namely,  "which  shall  clearly  and  concisely  designate  the  errors''  com- 
plained of.  The  appeal  was  taken  in  February,  1885,  and  thereafter  in 
the  following  May  a  specification  was  filed;  the  appellee  moved  todi^ 
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miss  the  appeal,  on  the  grotind  that  the  specification  of  errors  was  not 
filed  as  required  by  Bole  88.  In  that  case  it  was  farther  urged  that  an 
appeal  <^  without  assignment  of  errors  is  good  unless  the  Commissioner 
notifies  the  party  that  it  is  defective."  The  same  claim  in  effect  is 
made  by  the  motion  under  consideration  in  the  case  at  bar.  In  that 
case,  referring  to  this  claim  it  was  said: 

This  iK>6itioii,  I  think,  is  mitenable.  Bole  82  was  designed  to  pievent  the  trans- 
mittal to  the  Secretary  of  an  appeal  which  the  Commissioner  considered  defective  ^ 
but  Rule  90  limits  both  the  Commissioner  and  th<s  Secretary,  and,  if  overlooked  by 
the  former,  is  none  the  less  imperative  upon  the  latter,  at  least  in  the  presence  of  a 
motion  to  dismiss  by  the  adverse  party. 

It  is  claimed  that  as  no  notice  was  given  by  you  to  the  party  that 
the  original  apx>eal  was  defective,  that  the  amended  specification  should 
have  been  considered.  Assuming  that  the  case  would  come  under  Bule 
88,  the  fact  that  the  appellant  was  not  notified  of  his  default  until  too 
late  to  cure  it,  would  not  affect  his  status  or  the  rights  of  the  appellee. 
See  Bundy  «.  Fremont  Townsite  (10  L.  D.,  695). 

The  failure  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office  to  return,  under  Bule  82  of 
practice,  an  appeal  which  is  defective  for  want  of  notice,  does  not  re- 
lieve the  Department  from  the  necessity  of  dismissing  said  appeal  on 
a<^count  of  such  defect,  if  the  time  allowed  for  appeal  and  notice  thereof 
has  expired.    Charles  A.  Parker  (11  L.  D.,  375).    Bule  88  limits  the 
time  within  which  a  specification  of  errors  shall  be  filed.    There  is  no 
claim  or  pretence  that  it,  or  any  of  the  rules  of  practice  makes  any  pro- 
vision for  extending  the  time  for  their  filing,  or  that  there  is  any  pro- 
vision authorizing  the  filing  of  an  amended  specification,  or  specifying 
the  time  of  such  filing. 
The  amended  specification  filed  in  this  case  was  filed  long  after  the  time 
fixed  by  Bule  88.     It  is  claimed  that  the  attorney  who  represented 
Hutchins  at  the  trial  before  the  local  ofQcers,  had  removed,  and  that 
such  removal  made  it  necessary  for  him  to  employ  other  counsel,  who 
was  not  familiar  with  the  facts  in  the  case;  that  these  facts  ought  to  be 
sufficient  to  allow  his  newly  employed  counsel  to  file  his  amended  speci- 
fication of  errors  out  of  time.    In  my  judgment  they  are  not  sufficient 
To  concede  this  claim  would  be  to  ignore  and  override  the  plain  letter 
as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  rules  of  practice.    As  was  well  said  by  my 
predecessor,  in  the  case  of  Ariel  0.  Harris,  6  L.  D.,  122: 

It  may  be  that  in  some  cases  the  enforcement  of  these  rules  wiU  work  hardship. 
But  it  is  better  to  have  an  nniform  rule  on  the  subject,  even  though  hardship  be 
done  in  exceptional  cases,  than  to  have  no  rule  at  all,  or,  which  is  worse,  to  have  a 
nile  that  is  not  enforced.  Certainty  in  law  is  always  to  be  aimed  at.  And  though 
in  particular  cases  clients  may  be  injured  through  the  laches  of  their  attorneys,  yet 
iipon  the  whole,  I  am  convinced  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Department  will  be 
Bubserved  by  relying  upon  fixed  and  weU  known  rules. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  after  the  filing  of  the  amended  appeal,  that  the 
attorneys  for  Keen  recognized  the  same  and  filed  their  answer  thereto- 
and  "by  this  answer,  withdrew  or  superseded  their  motion  to  dismiss.'^ 
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This  is  denied  by  counsel  for  Koen,  and  the  record  snstains  the  daim 
of  Koen's  counsel. 

All  of  the  questions  presented  by  the  motion  were  before  the  Depart- 
ment  and  considered  when  the  decision  was  rendered  dismissing  the 
appeal.  Ko  sufficient  reason  is  presented  by  the  motion  for  any  change 
or  different  conclusion  than  was  reached  in  the  decision  sought  to  be 
reviewed. 

The  motion  is  denied. 


DESERT  LAND— DECLABATOUT  STATEMENT— LASSEN  COUNTY  ACT. 

WABD  V.  MOOOLM. 

A  desert  land  declaratory  statemf^nt,  filed  under  the  Lassen  county  act,  by  one  ▼)» 
at  the  same  time  holds  another  tract  under  a  previous  filing,  confers  no  right  ae 
against  the  subsequent  homestead  entry  of  another. 

IHrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  OommUsianer  of  ike  Oenerd 

Land  Office^  February  J27j  1892. 

On  March  13, 1891,  you  transmitted  the  appeal  and  other  papers  in 
the  case  of  the  protest  of  Frank  O.  Ward  v.  James  D.  McColm  from 
your  decision  of  September  15, 1890,  also  the  protest  of  G.  G.  HutdiiD- 
son  and  B.  H.  Leavitt  against  the  same  party,  involving  the  validity  of 
McGohn's  entry  for  SB.  i,  Sec.  21,  T.  29  N.,  R.  13  B.,  Susanville,  Oali- 
fomia. 

It  appears  that  McGolm  made  homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion December  18, 1888,  and  on  October  16, 1889,  notice  was  published 
that  final  commutation  proof  on  said  entry  would  be  made  on  Kovem- 
ber  22, 1889,  before  the  local  officers  at  Susanville. 

On  the  day  specified  McGolm  appeared  with  his  witnesses  and  made 
proof,  as  required  by  law,  when  at  the  same  time  apx^eared  Frank  G. 
Ward  and  entered  protest  against  the  acceptance  of  said  proof  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  an  applicant  foi*  said  tract  with  other  lands,  con- 
taining six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  under  the  Lassen  county  desert 
land  act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  497),  he  having  filed  his  declaratoiy 
statement  for  the  same  October  13, 1888,  about  two  months  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  homestead  entry. 

Also  at  the  same  time  and  place  appeared  the  said  Hutchinson  and 
Leavitt  and  protested  against  the  allowance  of  said  proof  on  the  grouDd 
that  the  land  in  question  was  owned,  occupied,  worked  upon  and  <'  used 
for  reservoir  purposes,^  and  that  claimant  knew  it  was  so  claimed  and 
used  at  the  date  of  making  his  homestead  entry  December  18, 1888. 

In  the  first-mentioned  protest  the  register  sustained  the  protestant, 
and  the  receiver  recommended  that  the  same  be  dismissed  and  home- 
stead proof  be  accepted;  and  in  the  latter  protest  the  local  officers  joio 
in  recommending  a  dismissal  of  the  same. 
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Ward  appealed  and  you  snstained  the  decision  of  the  receiver  as  to 
the  Ward  protest,  and  also  that  of  both  local  officers  as  to  the  reservoir 
claimants  as  aforesaid. 
Ward  again  appealed. 

In  the  case  of  Hutchinson  and  Leavitt  the  reservoir  protestants,  their 
claim  is  based  upon  certain  water  rights  accruing  under  section  2339 
(Kevised  Statutes)  which  provides  that  all  patents  granted  or  pre-emp- 
tions or  homesteads  allowed  shall  be  subject  to  any  vested  and  accrued 
water  rights  to  ditches  and  reservoirs  acquired  under  said  section, 
hence,  the  fact  that  the  land  in  question  has  been  entered  under  the 
homestead  law,  any  and  all  rights  said  protestants  may  have  acquired 
under  said  section  are  protected  thereby. 

It  appears  that  the  protest  of  Ward  turns  upon  the  question  whether 
the  homestead  entry  is  subject  to  the  desert  land  filing  of  Ward,  under 
said  act  of  March  3, 1876.  It  is  conceded  that  if  the  desert  filing  is 
le^al,  it,  having  been  made  prior  to  the  homestead  entry,  would  be 
Bupenor  to  the  homestead  claim. 

The  records  show  that  in  1880,  Ward  made  a  filing  for  six  hundred 
and  forty  acres  of  desert  land,  but  made  no  reclamation;  that  again  in 
1887  he  made  a  filing  for  another  six  hundred  and  forty  acre  tract  and 
has  shown  no  reclamation  and  that  on  October  13, 1889,  he  made  a 
third  filing  covering  the  tract  in  controversy. 

All  of  these  filings  were  for  different  tracts  and  all  were  made  under 
the  act  of  1875,  above  referred  to,  known  as  the  Lassen  county  desert 
land  act. 

Said  act  provided  that  any  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  or  who  has  declared  his  intention  to  become  such  may  '<  file  a 
declaration"  with  the  proper  local  officers,  <<  that  he  intends  to  reclaim 
a  tract  of  desert  land  situate  in  said  county,  not  exceeding  one  section, 
by  conducting  water  upon  the  same,  so  as  to  reclaim  all  of  said  land 
within  the  period  of  two  years  thereafter.'* 

The  terms  of  the  act  are  plain  and  unmistakable  and  authorize  a  per- 
son properly  qualified  to  ^'file  a  declaration;''  it  does  not  mean  that 
sach  party  can  file  any  number  ad  libitum;  furthermore,  the  quantity 
is  restricted  to  one  section  and  thus  the  plain  reading  of  the  law  would 
be  one  declaration  not  to  exceed  one  section  of  land. 

If  a  party  may  be  allowed  to  file  more  than  once  under  said  law,  then 
he  may  file  an  unlimited  number  of  times  and  thus  encumber  the  record 
of  large  bodies  of  land  to  the  exclusion  of  bona  fide  settlers.  By  allow- 
ing parties  to  make  such  filings  and  as  many  as  they  choose,  a  few 
specnlators  could  keep  a  large  amount  of  land  practicaUy  closed  against 
home  seekers,  which  would  be,  in  my  opinion,  contrary  to  public  policy. 
The  second  filing  of  a  declaratory  statement  by  any  pre-emptor  who 
was  nnqualified  at  the  date  of  his  first  filing,  is  illegal  (Sec.  2261,  Re- 
vised Statutes) ;  Baldwin  v.  Stark  (107  U.  S.,  263) ;  but  when  the  first 
filing,  however,  was  illegal  firom  any  cause  not  the  wilful  act  of  the 
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pariy^  he  has  the  right  to  make  a  seoond  and  legal  filing.  Goist  c 
Bottom  (5  L.  D.,  643). 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  Congress  and  also  ther  supreme  oonit  of  the 
XJnited  States,  have  both  recognized  the  bad  x>olicy  of  allowing  a  second 
declaratory  statement  where  the  first  was  in  every  rei^ect  legal,  and  I 
can  see  no  just  reason  why  the  same  prindple  shonld  not  maintain  in 
the  case  at  bar. 

There  is  no  record  evidence  showing  that  Ward  was  in  any  mami& 
disqualified  when  he  made  his  first  filing  in  1880,  and  therefore  had  t^e 
same  principle  laid  down  in  pre-emption  cases  been  applied  to  his  case, 
his  second  filing  would  have  been  illegaL 

The  second  filing  expired  May  21, 1889,  but  some  seven  months  prior 
thereto,  he  made  his  third  filing,  covering  the  land  in  controversy,  thus 
we  have  the  fact  that  he  for  seven  months  after  the  date  of  his  hut  fil- 
ing and  at  the  time  the  homestead  entry  was  made,  was  holding  a  daim 
under  the  same  law  for  twelve  hundred  and  eighty  acres,  whereas  the 
law  expressly  provided  for  a  filing  not  to  exceed  one  section  of  land. 

Even  admitting  that  under  the  act  of  1875  he  had  the  right  to  make 
more  tiian  one  filing,  it  cannot  in  justice  be  held  that  he  had  the  right 
to  make  a  second  or  a  third  filing,  until  the  preceding  one  had  expired. 

Leaving  the  first  filing  entirely  out  of  the  question,  there  i&  no  eTi- 
deuce  to  show  that  the  second  was  not  a  legal  filing;  this  being  the  case 
he  had  no  authority  to  make  a  third  during  the  life  time  of  the  second. 

With  this  view  of  the  case  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  protests 
should  be  dismissed.  Tour  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed  and  the 
papers  returned. 

Your  attention,  however,  is  directed  to  the  act  of  October  2, 1S8S. 
and  subsequent  legislation  with  respect  to  arid  lands,  with  the  view  to 
ascertaining  whether  this  homestead  entry  is  in  conflict  therewitlL 


HOMESTBAI)  ENTBT— APPROXIMATIOK. 

Joseph  0.  Hebbiok. 

The  rale  of  approximation  will  not  be  enforced  where  it  operates  to  deprire  the  en- 
tryman  of  his  improvements,  and  the  difference  between  the  excess  and  the  deo- 
ciency  is  but  slight. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oetural 

Land  Office,  February  27, 1892. 

Joseph  0.  Herrick  made  homestead  entry  Ko.  23848  for  the  B  }  rf 
SW  i  and  E  J ISW  J  of  section  6,  T.  104  K.,  R.  66  W.,  Mitchell,  South 
Dakota. 

He  oflFered  final  proof  and  received  a  final  receipt  for  the  purchase 
money  of  the  land  on  January  24, 1888. 

The  tract  contains  180.45  acres  and  covers  parts  of  two  qnartersee- 
tions. 
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On  Kovember  19, 1888^  you  required  him  to  approximate  his  entry 
to  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  and  to  elect  which  legal  subdivision  he 
would  relinquish.  ]Srotic^  of  your  requirement  Mled  to  reach  claimant, 
and  on  May  14, 1890,  the  register  and  receiver  were  directed  to  issue  a 
new  notice.  They  issued  the  new  notice,  but  erroneously  addressed  it 
to  John  instead  of  Joseph  Herrick,  and  described  oiJier  land  than  that 
in  question.  This  notice  i^as  received,  but  no  attention  was  paid  to  it 
because  it  was  believed  to  be  intended  for  some  other  party. 

On  July  10, 1890,  his  entry  was  canceled.  From  this  decision  he  at- 
tempted to  apx>eal  to  this  Department,  but  was  not  aDowed  to  do  so. 
He  applied  for  a  writ  of  certiorari,  which  was  granted  on  March  7, 
1891. 

His  entry  contains  180.45  acres.  Each  one  of  the  three  subdivisions, 
numbering  fbom  south  to  north,  contains  forty  acres,  and  the  subdivi- 
sion immediately  north  of  these  contains  60.45  acres.  ^  In  order  to  leave 
the  entry  in  compact  form,  if  he  is  to  comply  with  your  order,  he  must 
either  relinquish  the  forty  acres  on  the  south  end  of  the  tract,  or  the 
60.45  acres  on  the  north  end  thereof. 

The  record  shows  that  he,  together  with  his  family  has  lived  on  the 
land  continuously  since  1883,  and  that  he  cultivates  each  year  more  than 
seventy  acres  of  it.  All  of  his  improvements,  except  about  fifty-two 
acres  of  cultivated  land,  are  on  the  forty  acres  fixrthest  south.  These 
improvements  are  worth  from  $1,200  to  $1,600.  To  require  him  to  re- 
linquish this  tract  would  be  a  great  sacrifice  to  him,  but  if  done,  his 
entry  would  contain  140.45  acres,  or  19.55  acres  less  than  one  hundred 
and  sixty;  whereas  now  he  has  an  excess  of  20.45  acres.  If  he  should 
be  fm  ced  to  reUnquish  the  subdivision  furthest  north,  containing  60.45 
acres,  his  entry  would  contain  120  acres,  or  40  acres  less  than  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres. 

The  rule  bearing  upon  the  question  involved  in  this  case  is  found  in 
the  case  of  Henry  P.  Sayles  (2  L.  D.,  88),  wherein  it  was  held,—"  That 
where  the  excess  above  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  is  less  than  the 
deficiency  would  be  should  a  subdivision  be  excluded  from  the  entry, 
the  excess  may  be  included,  and  the  contrary  when  the  excess  is  greater 
than  the  deficiency." 

This  doctrine  has  been  followed  in  the  cases  of  J.  B.  Bums  (7  L.  D., 
20);  Bei«amin  L.  Wilson  (10  L.  D.,  524);  James  Hanna  (12  L.  D.,  356), 
It  was  held,  however,  in  the  case  of  Yemon  B.  Matthews  (8  L.  D., 
79),  (syllabus)  — "  Where  the  difi*erence  between  the  excess,  and  the 
deficiency  that  would  be  produced  by  approximation  is  but  slight,  the 
entry  may  be  allowed  to  stand  as  made.  ^ 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  tract  is  only  eighty  rods  wide,  so  that,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  excess  must  be  taken  from  either  the  north  or  south  end* 
If  the  subdivision  on  the  north  be  relinquished,  he  would  only  have  one 
hmidred  and  twenly  acres  left,  a  deficiency  of  forty  acres,  which  would 
be  much  greater  than  the  present  excess.    If  the  subdivision  on  the 
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south,  upon  which  Herrick  has  placed  more  than  $1,200  worth  of  im- 
provemeuts,  be  relinquished  he  would  have  left  140.45  acres,  adefideney 
of  19.55  acres.  140.45  acres  is  only  a  fractional  part  of  one  acre  nearer 
one  hundred  and  sixty  than  the  180.45  now  embraced  in  this  entry. 

In  the  case  of  Vernon  B.  Matthews  (supra),  the  entry  embraced  180.27 
acres.    In  that  case  it  was  said, 

It  wiU  be  observed  that  if  one  of  said  forty  acres  subdivisions  be  reliDqaislitti 
by  claimant,  the  deficiency  in  his  entry  wiU  be  19.73  acres,  which  is  only  fiftT-foor 
one-handredths  of  an  acre  less  than  the  present  excess  of  area  embraced  in  eud 
entry. 

It  was  further  said  in  that  case,  that — 

I  do  not  think  that  the  spirit  of  the  role  of  approximation,  heretofore  nnifomly 
applied  to  entries  covering  excessive  areas,  is  violated  in  allowing  this  entrr,  >& 
originally  made,  to  stand. 

There  can  be  no  equity  or  justice  in  rigidly  applying  the  rule  so  as  to 
require  the  claimant  in  this  case,  at  this  late  day,  to  relinquish  the  forty 
acres  ot  his  entry  upon  which  his  buildings  are  situated,  and  therebj 
suffer  great  loss,  simply  because  of  the  difference  against  him  under  a 
strict  application  of  the  rule,  of  only  a  fractional  part  of  one  acre  ot 
land. 

I  therefore  reverse  your  decision,  and  direct  that  a  patent  issaeonthe 
entry  in  question. 


BBIilXQUISHMSyT— MORTGAGES. 

Hablan  p.  Allen. 

An  entryman  wiU  not  be  permitted,  through  rellnqnishment,  to  defeat  the  right  of » 

mortgagee. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  OeMrd 

Land  Office,  March  i,  189Z 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  February  9, 1892,  returning  depar^ 
mental  decision  of  January  18, 1892,  14  L.  D.,  82,  upon  the  appeal  of 
Harlan  P.  Allen  fix)m  your  decision  of  August  18, 1890,  holding  for  can* 
collation  his  timber-culture  entry  I^o.  2234  (Marshall  series),  coveringthe 
8.  i  of  the  [N-E.  i  and  the  I(.  i  of  the  SB.  i,  Sec.  4,  T.  118  ST.,  B.  45  W^ 
Minnesota,  for  conflict  with  the  prior  entry  by  Elwin  JenJcs  for  the 
same  land. 

With  your  letter  are  a  number  of  papers  and  copies  of  letters  written 
by  you,  which  you  state  were,  through  inadvertence,  not  with  the  record 
when  before  transmitted  upon  Allen's  appeal. 

It  now  appears  that  on  April  1, 1878,  Jenks  made  timber  caltnre 
entry  No.  1077  (Benson  series),  for  this  land,  upon  which  he  made  proof 
and  flnal  certificate  'So.  101  (Benson  series)  issued  January  15, 188T' 

By  letter  of  May  6, 1887,  the  proof  upon  which  said  oertifloate  ta^ed 
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was  rejected,  because  not  accompanied  with  cross-examination,  as  re- 
quired by  circulars  of  December  15, 1885,  and  September  23, 1886. 

On  December  2, 1889,  Jenks's  relinquislunent  was  filed  with  the  local 
officers,  who  thereupon  canceled  his  entry,  and  permitted  Allen's  entry, 
asaforesaid* 

As  said  relinquishment  was  unaccompanied  by  the  duplicate  final 
receipt,  or  certificate  of  non-alienation,  from  the  r^^ister  of  deeds  lor  the 
county  in  which  the  land  is  located,  you  refused  to  accept  the  same, 
and  directed  the  local  ofQcers  to  re-instate  the  entry  by  Jenks  upon 
their  records. 

In  a  letter  irom  Messrs.  Ejiuppe  and  Hartsinck,  general  agents  for  the 
"  Ketherlands  American  Land  Oompany,"  dated  December  26, 1889,  it 
was  represented  that  Jenks  had  mortgaged  the  land  in  question  with 
that  company  on  February  1, 1887,  after  the  issue  of  final  certificate, 
for  $1,000;  that  he  reftised  to  complete  the  proof,  unless  he  was  paM 
$500  therefor  by  the  mortgagees,  and  it  was  therefore  asked  that  the 
proof  already  made  be  accepted  and  that  patent  issue  thereon. 

You  thereupon  advised  the  local  oflftcers,  in  letter  dated  January  16, 
1890,  that  under  the  circumstances  the  requirement  of  May  5, 1887, 
wOl  be  dispensed  with,  and  the  case  will  be  considered  on  the  proof 
already  submitted. 

By  your  letter  of  January  20, 1890,  the  case  was  suspended  "  for 
want  of  proof  of  citizenship." 

In  all  this  correspondence,  due,  x>6rhap8,  to  the  delay  in  posting,  no 
mention  is  made  of  the  fiict  that  on  December  2,  1889,  Allen  was  per- 
mitted to  make  entry  of  tins  land,  but  by  letter  of  August  18, 1890, 
said  entry  was  considered  and  held  for  cancellation  for  conflict  with  the 
entry  of  Jenks,  firom  which  action  he  appealed,  alleging  that  said  entry 
had  been  relinquished,  and  was  tlierefore  no  bar  to  his  (Allen's)  entry. 
This  appeal  was  considered  in  d^artmental  decision  of  January  18, 
1892  (14  L.  D.,  82),  upon  an  incomplete  record,  and,  as  there  was  no 
evidence  before  this  Department  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  Jenks,  it  was 
held:  <^I  can  see  no  objection  to  allowing  the  relinquishment  and  the 
canceQation  of  Jenks?  entry.    It  is  so  ordered.    This  will  leave  Mr. 
Allen's  entry  to  stand  subject  to  future  compliance  with  the  timber- 
cnlttire  act*'' 

Upon  the  facts  as  now  presented,  it  is  apparent  that  Jenks,  by  his 
relinquidunesnt,  is  seeking  to  defeat  the  right  of  his  mortgagee,  which, 
mider  the  ruiing  in  the  case  of  Addison  W.  Hastie  (8  L.  D.,  618),  he 
^iU  not  be  permitted  to  do. 

In  view  thereof,  departmental  decision  of  January  18, 1892  (supra),  is 
^®<^6d  and  revoked ;  your  action  in  reinstating  Jenks's  entry  and  also 
in  canceling  that  by  Allen  is  affirmed,  and  the  record  is  herewith  re- 

t^onied  tot  tlie  a^JBdicstion  of  the  mortgagees'  lights  nnder  Jenks'a 

entry. 

L— T<H«14 16 
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SCHOOL  LANB8— INDEMinTT  SBLBCTIOKS. 

Oklahoma  Tebbitoby* 

Xndemnity  seleotlonB,  in  lien  of  sections  reBerved  for  school  pnzposes  in  Oldalioaa, 
may  be  made  from  any  unappropriated^  snryeyedi  non-mineral  public  lands  wxtMi 
said  Tenitory,  f&r  losses  occasioned  by  Indian  allotments,  settlements  pzioito  I1]^ 
▼ey,  fraotionkl  sarr^ys,  or  from  any  natural  cause  wbateTer. 

First  Assista/nt  Secretary  Ohcmdler  to  the  OammisHaner  of  ike  Genml 

Land  Office^  March  i,  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yonr  letter  ^<  K,"  of  Jannary  21, 1892,  in  relation  to 
the  selection  of  indemnity  school  land  in  the  Territory  of  OklahonuL 
Ton  in  substance  ask  to  be  instructed  as  to  whether  sach  indemnity 
may  be  selected  in  that  part  of  Oklahoma  which  was  formerly  a  part  of 
the  Indian  Territory. 

Accompanying  yonr  letter,  is  one  addressed  to  the  Acting  GoTemor 
of  Oklahoma,  which  yon  submit  for  my  approval  or  modification.  In 
this  letter,  assuming  that  the  right  to  thus  make  selections  exists,  yoQ 
say: 

There  are  three  general  classes  of  deHcienoies  in  school  lands  in  Oklahoma^  to  wh: 

1.  Land  allotted  to  Indians. 

2.  Lands  in  the  public  land  strip,  entered  by  homesteadeis  who  show  aetnal  settk- 
ment  before  surrey. 

8.  Where  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six  are  fractional  in  quantity,  or  when  one  or 
both  are  wanting  by  reason  of  the  township  being  fractional,  or  from  any  nstnnl 
eause  whatever.  Such  deficiencies  may  be  used  as  the  basis  for  selection  of  Isadi  is 
any  land  district  in  the  Territory,  etc. 

In  the  act  of  March  2, 1889,  providing  for  the  settlement  of  lands  in 
what  is  known  as  old  Oklahoma,  and  in  the  act  of  Hay  2, 1890,  oreatisg 
the  present  territory  of  Oklahoma,  Congress  has  been  careftil  to  k- 
serve  for  the  benefit  of  pnblic  schools  in  said  Territory,  the  sixteenth 
and  thirty-sixth  sections,  the  same  legal  subdivisions  of  land  which 
have  heretofore  been  reserved  for  the  ose  of  public  schools  in  the  tern 
tories  which  have  been  created  out  of  the  public  domain. 

The  lands  embraced  in  the  two  acts  above  dted,  forming  the  Tenitoiy 
of  Oklahoma,  are  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  subject  to  disposal,  it  is 
true,  under  special  acts,  but  still  a  part  of  the  public  domain  under  the 
control  of  Congress,  and  free  from  the  burden  of  any  trust  fbr  the  In- 
dians firom  whom  the  lands  were  obtained,  and  such  was  their  stataB 
at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  February  28, 1891  (26  Stat, 
796),  entitled  ^^An  act  to  amend  sections  twenty-two  hundred  wi 
seventy-five  and  twenty-two  hundred  and  seventy-six  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States  providing  for  the  selection  of  lands  &r 
educational  purposes  in  lieu  of  those  appropriated  fbr  other  pnrpostfi' 
which  provides  in  section  227S,  that  <<  other  lands  of  equal  acreage  tf« 
also  hereby  appropriated  and  granted,  and  may  be  selected  bytfi^I 
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State  or  Territory  where  sections  sixteen  or  thirty-six  are  mineral 
land,  or  are  included  within  any  Indian,  military  or  other  reservation, 
or  are  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States."  Section  2276  pro- 
vides, ^^  that  the  lands  appropriated  by  the  preceding  section  shall  be 
selected  from  any  unappropriated,  surveyed  public  lands,  not  mineral 
m  character,  within  the  State  or  Territory  where  such  losses  or  deficien- 
cies of  school  sections  occur." 

Admitting  that  the  lands  in  Oklahoma  are  subject  to  disposal  under 
special  laws,  it  would  be  illogical  and  inconsistent  to  assume  that  Con- 
gress would  make  the  usual  grant  of  school  lands  in  place,  out  of  said 
lands,  but  neglect  to  provide  for  indemnity  when  the  grant  in  place 
should  faU.  Such  a  course,  on  the  part  of  Congress,  can  not  be  as- 
somed,  in  the  absence  of  express  words  to  that  effect. 

The  act  of  February  28, 1891,  «tipra,  is  general  in  its  terms;  there  are 
no  words  indicating  that  it  was  the  intention  to  exclude  the  Territory 
of  Oklahoma  from  the  benefits  of  its  provisions.  An  allotment  to  an 
Indian  of  a  tract  of  land  is  the  disi>osal  of  the  same  by  the  United 
States,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of  February  28, 1891,  other  lands 
are  granted  in  lieu  thereof  and  may  be  selected  firom  ^<  any  unappropri- 
ated surveyed  public  lands,  nonmineral  in  character,  withm"  said  Ter- 
ritory of  Oklahoma;  and  like  selections  may  be  made  in  lieu  of  lands 
settled  upon  prior  to  survey,  and  also  where  sections  sixteen  and  thirty- 
six  are  fractional  in  quantity,  or  where  one  or  both  are  wanting  by  rea- 
son of  the  township  being  fractional,  or  from  any  natural  cause  what- 
ever. 

Ton  are,  therefore,  instructed  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  carry 
into  effect  the  views  herein  expressed,  in  the  a^ustment  of  the  school 
grant  in  the  Tenitory  of  Oklahoma, 


BBimETT  V.  CBAVENS. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  June  22, 1891, 
12  L.  D,,  647,  overruled  by  Secretary  Noble,  March  4, 1892. 


PBACXXCX-MOnOK  ITOB  BTBTTBATtryG— IjOCAIj  OITFIGB. 

GOPF  V.  GiBEBT. 

An  applleatioii  fbr  lehewlng  made  while  the  case  is  before  the  local  office  shoidd 
be  duly  oonsidflTOd  by  the  xegieter  and  reoeiyer  and  decision  rendered  thereon. 

Artt  Auigtant  Beeretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammiesioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Lumd  Offloe,  March  5, 189J^. 

I  have  oomddered  the  appeal  of  Hippolite  Gibert,  firom  the  decision 
tf  your  olDoe  dated  November  19, 1890,  in  the  contest  case  of  Frank  8. 
Gtdr  against  said  Oibert,upon  his  homestead  entiy  No.  4178  of  the  S 
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J  of  the  ISrW  1,  and  the  KE  i  of  theNWiof  Section  13,  and  the  SEJ 
of  the  I^  i  of  Section  14,  T.  4  S.,  B.  15  E.,  made  Jnne  18, 1884,  at  the 
Stockton  land  office,  in  the  State  of  Oalifomia. 

The  record  shows  that  a  hearing  was  duly  ordered  by  the  local  offi- 
cers upon  the  contest  initiated  by  said  Ooff,  and  that  both  parties  ap- 
peared in  person  and  by  counsel.  The  plaintiff  submitted  his  testi- 
mony, but  the  defendant  declined  to  submit  any  evidence,  and  moved 
to  dismiss  the  contest  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  fafled  to 
make  out  a  case.  This  motion  was  denied,  and  the  local  officers  found 
that  the  defendant  had  not  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
homestead  lawj  that  his  "  actual  residence  since  the  date  of  his  entry 
has  been  at  Merced  Falls,  ten  miles  distant  from  the  land,"  and  recom- 
mended that  said  entry  should  be  canceled.  Afterwards  the  defendant 
filed  a  motion  for  rehearing  upon  the  ground,  that  he  is  deaf  and  did 
not  know  that  his  counsel  was  going  to  stand  upoti  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  could,  if  allowed,  "prove  that  he  had 
complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law. 

Instead  of  retuttiing  the  case  to  the  register  and  receiver  with  the 
direction  tlhat  they  pass  upon  the  motion  which  was  filed  with  them  and 
"  to  save  time  and  useless  correspondence,"  you  took  up  and  considered 
the  motion  for  rehearing,  and  declined  to  entertain  it  on  the  ground 
that  a  mistake  in  the  judgment  of  an  attorney  is  not  ^  ground  for  re- 
hearing. While  it  is  the  desire  of  the  department  to  expedite  business 
and  not  tmnecessaiily  consume  the  time  of  the  local  office,  or  that  of 
your  own,  yet  it  strikes  me  that  where  the  register  and  receiver  failed 
to  pas6  upon  a  question  which  is  submitted  for  their  judgment,  and  to 
Xrhich  the  party  desiring  the  same  is  entitled,  thfey  shall  not  evade  the 
consideration  thereof,  by  forwarding  it  for  your  judicial  action. 

In  this  case,  the  claim  is,  that  the  attorney  for  Mr.  Oibert  exercised 
bad  judgment  in  submitting  the  case  upon  the  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  if  he  is  given  an  opportunity  to  present  his  testimony^ 
that  it  will  very  materially  change  the  status  of  the  parties.    While  it 
is  true  as  you  suggest,  that  a  party  is  ordinarily  bound  by  the  manage- 
ment of  his  case  by  his  attorney,  yet  I  take  it,  that  the  department  will 
not  sacrifice  the  rights  of  a  party  upon  an  error  in  the  judgment  of  the 
attorney,  where  his  client  in  apt  time  complains  of  his  conduct  and  asb 
an  opportunity  for  a  full,  fair  investigation  of  the  facts  in  issue.   This, 
as  I  understand  it,  is  what  Mr.  Gibert  desires,  and  presented  this  ques- 
tion at  an  early  date  for  the  consideration  of  the  register  and  receiver, 
who,  for  some  reason,  failed  to  pass  upon  the  same.    It  is  quite  possi- 
ble, had  they  considered  the  matter,  that  they  might  at  that  time  have 
given  Mr.  Gibert  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  by  the  submission  of  hia 
evidence  as  to  his  rights.    If  he  has  a  claim,  it  is  my  judgment  that  he 
should  not  be  ai4>itrarily  sacrificed,  and  while  I  do  not  believe  fhMitis 
good  poli^  to  indiscrimiiiately  encourage  clients  to  vAkt  ehttgtf  of 
thiB  dharaoter  against  the  judgment  of  tiieir  attonieg^  and  wftfleH  k 
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pos^ly  true  that  in  tibia  ease  Mr.  Ofl>ert  in^  haye  no  just  cause  for 
complaint,  yet  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  a  judicial  consideration  of  the 
local  office  upon  that  question  uninfluenced  by  any  judgment  of  their 
superior  officer,  and  for  t^at  purpose,  the  record  should  be  returned  to 
them  with  tbe  order  that  they  pass  upon  the  motion  for  a  rehearing 
ux>on  its  merits,  without  any  reference  to  the  action  which  may  have 
heretofore  been  had  therepn,  and  report  their  action  in  the  premises  to 
you,  in  order  that  the  case  may  be  regularly  a^'udicated  in  accordance 
with  law  and  the  rule  of  the  department.    It  is  so  ordered. 


SWAMP  LA:NI>8-BAIL90AI>  GRA:(^T-CSBTIFICATIOir. 

State  of  Illinois. 

The  alternate  sectioiiB  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  of  September  20, 1850, 
were  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  goYemment  for  said  railroad 
grant,  and  did  not  pass  under  the  swamp  grant. 

The  inadvertent  certification  of  lands  excepted  from  the  swamp  grant  does  not  d^ 
prive  the  Department  oi  jniisdiction  to  correct  the  error. 

Acting  Secretary  Ohandlertothe  Commissioner  of  the  QeneralLcmd  Offloe^ 

March  7, 189J3. 

The  State  of  Illinois,  by  its  agents  Hon.  Isaac  B.  Hitt,  has  appealed 
firom  your  decision  of  June  5, 1889,  declining  to  issue  patents  to  the  fol- 
ing  described  tracts  of  laud,  claimed  to  have  inured  to  the  State  under 
the  act  of  September  28, 1850  (9  Stat,  519) : 

8E.  i  of  NW.  i  of  Sec.  13,  T.  5  N.,  R.  1 W.,  3d  M.  j 
SW.  i  of  SW.  i  of  Sec.  X3, "  "       "  "  " 

NW.  i  of  NE.  J  of  Sec.  23,  "  "        <'  "  " 

NE.  i  of  NW.  i  of  Sec.  19,  "  5  N.,  E.  1  E.,  " 
NB.iofNW.iofSec.  19,  "9«'  <*  2E.,  " 
NE.iof  NE.iofSec.29, 'U<<    "4E.,        " 

In  the  decision  appealed  from  you  say: 

It  appears  ^hat  said  tracts  are  within  the  six  miles  'granted'  limits  of  the  landii 
granted  to  the  States  of  Illinois,  Mississippi,  and  Alabama,  for  railroad  purposes,  by 
set  of  Congress  approved  September  20, 1850  (9  Stat.,  466),  being  the  alternate  sec- 
tions reserved  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  government  for  said  railroad 
grant,  and  therefore  did  not  pass  to  the  State  of  lUinois  under  the  swamp  lan4  grant. 

I  think  the  cases  cited  by  you  clearly  sustain  your  position^  that  the 
tracts  in  question  did  not  pass  to  the  State  under  the  swamp  land  act. 
But  it  is  insisted  that^  because  '<  the  tracts  in  question  had  been  certi- 
fled  to  the  State  and  affirmed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  June  5, 
1866,"  that  patent  should  now  issue. 

Although  these  tracts  were  inadvertently  embraced  in  a  list  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  interior,  yet,  as  said  in  the  case  of  the  State  of 
Oregon  (5  L.  D.,  34),  ^<  such  approval  and  certification,  however,  will 
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not  conclude  the  govemmenty  if  it  be  shown  that  it  was  obtamei  hy 
fraud  or  mistake." 

The  £Etct  that  the  tracts  in  question  did  not  pass  to  the  State  under 
the  swamp  land  act,  is  sufficient  to  show  that  their  approyal  to  Hub 
State  was  inadvertently  made,  and,  in  such  case,  the  oertificatioE  maj 
be  revoked  at  any  time  prior  to  patent 

The  reservation  of  these  lands  by  the  act  of  September  20, 1860,  wbb 
of  such  a  character  as  amounted  to  a  disposition  for  other  poipoaea. 
State  of  Michigan,  8  L.  D.,  308. 

The  approval  of  the  list  containing  these  tracts  being  a  mete  over- 
sight or  inadvertence,  the  Department  has  not  lost  its  jurisdiction  to 
correct  that  error. 

Finding  no  sufficient  grounds  for  disturbing  the  judgment  appealed 
from,  the  same  is  affirmed. 


PBACTICE— APPEAIi-BXJLE  48— PRE-BMPTIOX  SBTTIiEHJOfT. 

•  Hazard  v.  Swain. 

In  the  absence  of  appeal  the  deoision  of  the  local  office  is  final  as  to  the  &otB  a&d 
can  not  be  distnibed  by  the  CommiBsioner  except  under  the  provisionB  of  xnla 
48  of  Practice. 

A  pre-emption  settler  on  land  reserved  for  railroad  purposes  is  entitled  to  ihrM 
months  from  the  date  of  the  restoration  of  the  land  to  the  public  domain  within 
which  to  file  declaratory  statement  and  protect  his  rights  as  against  a  subse- 
quent settler. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  March  8^  1892. 

On  the  26th  of  May^  1886,  Miss  Aliee  Swain  filed  her  pre^mptioii 
declaratory  statement  in  the  local  land  office  at  San  Francisco,  OsJifor 
nia,  for  the  S^  of  the  SE^  of  Sec.  13,  T.  28  S.,  B.  10  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  afleg- 
ing  settlement  on  the  14th  of  Kovember,  1885,  and  on  the  9th  of 
November,  1886,  notice  was  published  by  the  register,  that  she  would 
make  final  proof  before  the  superior  judge  of  San  Luis  Obispo  comity, 
Oalifomia,  at  San  Luis  Obispo,  on  the  23d  of  December,  1886. 

At  the  time  and  place  named  in  said  notice,  she  appeared  with  her 
witnesses,  and  Bobert  D.  Hazard  also  appeared,  as  an  adverse  claimant 
for  the  land,  alleging  that  he  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  tract  on  the  24th  of  May,  1886,  and  made  settlement 
thereon  on  the  12th  of  April  of  that  year. 

Testimony  was  submitted  by  both  parties  in  support  of  their  respeo 
tive  claims,  and  after  considering  the  same,  the  register  and  receiver, 
on  the  6fh  of  September,  1888,  rendered  their  joint  report  and  dedsion 
in  the  oase^  in  which  they  recommended  that  Miss  Swain  be  allowed  to 
make  final  entry  for  the  land|  and  that  the  decJaratoiy  alateiDeiit  of 
Hazard  be  oanceled. 
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From  this  decision  no  appeal  was  taken  by  Hazard,  but  when  the  case 
came  before  yon  for  consideration,  yon  reversed  the  same  nndermle48 
of  the  Bnles  of  Practice,  stating  that  you  did  so  ^<  for  the  reason  that  it 
is,  in  my  opinion,  contrary  to  the  law,  and  not  in  consonance  with  the 
facts  shown  by  the  testimony."  Yonr  decision  bears  date  May  23, 1890, 
and  an  appeal  therefrom  brings  the  case  to  the  Department  for  consid- 
eration. 

This  Department  held  in  the  case  of  Farris  v.  Mitchell  (11 L.  D.,  300), 
that  ^^  in  the  absence  X)f  an  appeal  a  decision  of  the  local  office  is  final 
as  to  the  fsusts,  and  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  Oommissioner  except 
under  the  provisiens  of  rule  48  of  practice."  Bule  48  of  practice  reads 
as  fi)llows : 

In  oaae  of  a  fAiltiie  to  appeal  from  the  deoiBion  of  the  local  officers,  their  decision 
win  be  oonsldered  final  as  to  the  facts  in  the  case  and  wlU  be  disturbed  by  the  Com- 
missioner only  as  foUows: 

1.  Where  frand  or  gross  iiregnlarity  is  suggested  on  the  fkce  of  the  papers. 

2.  Where  the  decision  is  contrary  to  existing  laws  or  regulations. 

3.  In  event  of  disagreeing  decisions  by  the  local  officers. 

4.  Where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  party  against  wliom  the  decision  was  rendered 
was  duly  notified  of  the  decision  and  of  his  right  of  appeal. 

You  do  not  concur  with  the  local  officers  as  to  certain /octe  found  by 
them,  but  the  rule  quoted,  and  the  decision  cited,  hold  that  their  deci- 
sion is  ^<  final  as  to  the  facts  in  the  case,"  unless  an  appeal  is  taken  there- 
from. As  already  stated,  no  appeal  was  taken  by  Hazard  from  the  de- 
cision of  the  local  officers  against  him.  The  foots  are  therefore  settled 
in  favor  of  Miss  Swain. 

The  case  does  not  come  within  the  first,  third,  nor  fourth  paragraphs 
of  rule  48,  Ton  were  authorized,  therefore  to  disturb  the  decision  of 
the  local  officers  only  under  the  second  paragraph  of  said  rule. 

To  show  that  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  '^  is  contrary  to  existing 
laws  and  regulations,"  you  quote  section  2265  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
which  provides  that  claimants  under  the  pre-emption  law,  are  required 
to  make  known  their  claim  to  the  register  of  the  proper  office,  within 
three  months  fix>m  the  time  of  settlement;  otherwise  their  claim  will 
be  forfeited,  and  the  tract  awarded  to  the  next  settler,  in  the  order  of 
time,  on  the  same  tract  of  land,  who  has  given  such  notice  and  other- 
wise comphed  with  the  conditions  of  the  law. 
In  this  connection  you  say: 

MisB  Swain  aUowed  more  than  six  months  to  elapse  after  the  time  of  her  aUeged 
eettlement,  before  offering  her  claim  for  record  at  the  local  land  office;  and  there- 
fore, as  Hazard  was  the  next  settler,  in  the  order  of  time,  npon  the  same  tract  of 
^Dd,  and  gave  the  required  notice,  the  tract  should  nnder  the  section  aboYc  quoted, 
^  awarded  to  him. 

Ithmkyou  erred  in  applying  section  2265  of  the  statutes  to  the  case. 
On  the  14th  of  November,  1885,  when  the  local  officers  found  that  Miss 
Swaui  made  settlement  upon  the  land,  it  was  within  the  reservation  for 
the  Atlantic  and  Padflo  railroad  company,  between  San  Buenaventura 
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and  San  Francisco,  and  was  not  restored  to  tke  public  domain  nntil  the 
2ard  of  March,  1886  (4  L,  D.,  458).  By  the  restoration  notice  directed  br 
that  decision  to  be  published,  these  lands  were  restored  to  setfiement 
and  entry  on  the  24th  of  May,  1886. 

Miss  Swain  could  not,  therefore,  have  filed  for  the  land  within  three 
months  after  her  settlement,  and  can  lose  no  rights  by  neglecting  to 
do  what  she  could  not  have  jdone.  Neither  can  Hazard  gam  any  rights 
by  such  omission  on  her  part  If  her  settlement  upon  the  land  -vu 
prior  to  that  of  Hazard,  which  was  one  of  the  facts  found  by  tbe  local 
officers,  she  had  three  months  from  the  24th  of  May,  1886,  within  which 
to  file  for  the  same,  and  preserve  her  rights  as  against  him.  She  fikd 
within  two  days  of  her  earliest  possible  time. 

As  to  the  priority  of  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  to  the  land, 
the  local  officers  found  the  facts  in  favor  of  Miss  Swain,  and  my  con- 
clusion upon  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  is  also  in  her  favor.  This 
disposes  of  the  question  before  me,  leaving  the  final  proof  of  Miss  Swain 
to  be  passed  upon  by  you.  The  decision  appealed  from  is  set  aside, 
and  the  case  is  returned  for  your  determination  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  such  final  proof. 


SCHOOL  INI>£MNITT-SETTL.SMENT  CJL.AIM. 

Henby  0.  KiNa. 

The  selection  of  school  faidenmity  is  a  waiver  of  aU  claim  to  the  land  in  plsoe^  wl 
to  protect  a  settlement  claim  on  snch  land  the  State  mi^  take  indemnity  then- 
for  if  it  so  elects. 

First  A88i8t€mt  Secretary  Ohcmdler  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  5, 1892. 

With  your  letter  of  March  28, 1891,  you  transmit  the  appeal  of  Henij 
0.  King  from  the  decision  of  your  office,  dated  June  5, 1878,  holding  for 
cancellation  his  homestead  entry,  made  August  6, 1875,  upon  die  W.  ^ 
of  the  FW.  i,  Sec.  16,  and  the  E.  ^  of  the  KE.  J,  Sec.  17,  T.  248.,  B. 
68  W.,  Pueblo,  Colorado,  as  te  that  part  of  said  entry  lying  in  sectioB 
sixteen. 

The  facts  connected  with  this  entry  are  stated  in  the  decision  ap- 
pealed from,  and  in  your  decision  of  November  13,  1890,  you  more 
elaborately  set  forth  the  history  and  correspondence  connected  there. 
with. 

It  apx>ears  that  the  State  selected  the  S.  ^  of  the  SW.  4,  Sec.  l^f  '^' 
21  8.,  B.  m  W.,  in  list  No.  2,  filed  December  27, 1884,  as  indemnity  to 
that  part  of  said  tract  lying  in  section  sixteen. 

The  State  again  selected  indemnity  therefor  by  amended  list  l^o.  % 
filed  February  24,  1890,  which,  on  November  10, 1890,  you  retais^  ^ 
the  local  office  for  coneotion* 
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list  No.  2  was  approved  November  21, 1890,  and  the  land  selected  as 
indenmily  for  the  land  ia  question  was  elinunated  therefironou 

In  the  proviso  to  the  act  of  February  28, 1891  (26  Stat.,  796),  amenda- 
tory of  section  2275  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  it  is  said: 

Where  any  State  is  entitled  to  said  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six,  or  where  said 
sections  are  reserved  to  any  territory,  notwithstanding  the  same  may  be  mineral  land 
or  embraced  within  a  military,  Indian,  or  other  reservation,  the  selection  of  such 
lands  in  lieu  thereof  by  said  state  or  territory  shaU  b.e  a  waiver  of  its  right  to  said 
sections. 

The  recitals  in  your  office  letter  of  November,  1890,  show  the  action 
of  your  office  of  June  5, 1878,  to  have  been  in  accordance  with  the  then 
existing  regulations,  but,  in  view  of  the  act  of  February  28, 1891  {8upra)y 
and  the  fact  that  the  State  selected  indemnity  for  the  tract  in  section 
sixteen,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  selection  so  made  may  not  now  be  ap- 
proved (provided  there  are  no  conflicting  interests),  and  claimant 
awarded  the  land  in  place,  upon  which  his  improvements  are  situated 
and  where  he  has  lived  since  1875. 

Since  the  selection  made  by  the  State  was  eliminated  from  approved 
list  !No.  2,  by  reason  of  your  action  in  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation, 
to  the  extent  of  the  tract  in  section  sixteen,  the  proper  authorities  of 
the  State  should  now  be  advised  of  their  right  to  indemnity.  They 
should  also  be  requested  to  elect  whether  they  will  adhere  to  their  claim 
for  indemnity,  or  claim  the  land  in  place.  If  the  State  refuses  to  take 
indemnity^  the  judgment  of  cancellation  will  stand. 


MILITABY  BBSXBTATION— ACT  OF  JULT  5,  1884. 

Jahes  a,  Habdin. 

The  act  of  Jnly  5, 1884,  does  not  authorise  the  President  to  restore  an  abandoned 
military  reservation  to  the  pnblic  domain  for  settlement  and  entry  under  the 
general  land  laws. 

The  provisions  of  said  act  do  not  protect  a  desert  land  entry  made  whUe  the  land 
was  reserved  for  military  purposes. 

Departmental  decision  of  March  14, 1890,  10  L.  D.,  813,  recalled  and  revoked. 

Aeting  Seeretary  Ohamdler  to  the  OammisHaner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 

March  9j  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  February  18, 1892,  and  the  papers 
transmitted  therewith,  relative  to  the  desert  land  entry  (No.  128),  made 
August  27, 1877,  by  James  A.  Hardin,  at  Carson  City  land  district, 
Nevada. 

It  appears  that  a  hay  reservation  was  established  at  Gamp  McDer- 
mitt,  on  uusurveyed  land,  in  said  land  district,  by  executive  order  of 
September  3, 1867,  which  was  extended  by  orders  of  October  4,  1870, 
aud  November  22, 1878. 
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On  December  14^  1888,  by  your  letter  of  that  date  to  the  local  oiB- 
oers,  yoxL  held  said  entry  for  caaoellation  beoaose  the  same  iras  made 
subsequent  to  the  establishmeiit  of  said  reservation. 

An  appeal  was  taken  to  this  Department^  and  yonr  dedsion  ym 

modified  by  departmental  decision  of  March  14, 1890  (James  A.  Hacdin, 

10  L.  D.,  313). 
In  that  decision  it  is  stated, — ^^  that  this  hay  reservation  was  lestored 

to  the  public  domain  December  1, 1886,  by  executive  order  under  an 

act  of  Congress  approved  July  6, 1884  (23  Stat.,  103)."    Said  decision 

was  mainly  based  upon  this  statement,  which  was  taken  from  your  let 

ter  of  December  14, 1888,  and  was  accepted  as  literally  true,  for  it  is 

stated  in  said  decision  (page  315)  that  the  entry  was  clearly  illegal  in 

its  inception  because  within  the  Limits  of  a  government  reservation,  and 

could  not  be  allowed  so  long  as  said  reservation  continued,  but  as  it 

had  been  abandoned,  the  rights  and  equities  of  the  entryman  could  Im 

protected. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1884,  provides. 

That  wheneyer,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the  landB,  or 
any  portion  of  them,  inolnded  within  the  limits  of  any  military  reservtition  heretoforf 
or  hereafter  deolared,  haye  become  or  shaU  become  useless  for  military  purposes,  he 
shall  oanse  the  same  or  so  much  thereof  as  he  may  designatOi  to  be  placed  onder  the 
control  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  disposition  as  hereinafter  proyided,and 
shaU  cause  to  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  notice  thereof. 

The  second  section  of  said  act  authorized  the  survey  and  disposal  of 
said  lands  ^<  at  public  sale,"  in  the  manner  and  under  the  conditioas 
therein  provided.  TTnder  the  authority  of  said  act  the  President 
ordered  said  reservation  to  be  placed  under  the  control  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  for  such  disposal.    (Land  Office  Beport  1887,  page  229.) 

It  will  be  seen  that  said  act  does  not  authorize  the  President  to  re- 
store said  reservation  to  the  public  domain  for  settlement  and  entry 
under  the  land  laws,  and  it  never  has  been  so  restored. 

As  it  does  not  apx>ear  that  the  applicant  is  a  settler  upon  said  laod 
"for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  home,"  his  rights  are  not  preserved  by 
the  proviso  to  the  second  section  of  said  act. 

Inasmuch  as  said  entry  was  allowed  without  authority  of  law,  and 
ux>on  land  not  subject  to  entry,  and  as  Hardin's  case  does  not  oome 
within  the  exceptional  classes  protected  by  said  act,  his  entry  most  be 
canceled. 

On  March  14, 1890,  when  the  former  departmental  decision  in  this 
case  was  rendered  (10  L.  D.,  313),  there  was  also  rendered  a  similar 
departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Ebenezer  Pell  (unreported),  io 
which  like  principles  were  involved.  This  latter  decision  was  revoked 
and  annulled  by  this  Department  by  a  later  decision  in  the  case  of  said 
Ebenezer  Pell,  rendered  September  29, 1891  (unreported). 

Inasmuch  as  Pell  made  desert  laud  entry  upon  the  same  reservatios 
on  December  3, 1877,  and  the  facts  and  principles  involved  in  his  case 
and  the  present  one,  are  substantially  of  the  same  character,  the  later 
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leeision  in  his  case  had  the  efTect  of  oyeimling  the  former  decision  in 
his  case. 

The  departmental  decision  in  this  case  of  March  14, 1890,  being  based 
ipon  an  error,  is  revoked  and  annulled,  and  your  judgment  of  Decem- 
ber 14, 1888,  is  affirmed* 


OKLAHOMA  LA19DS-.Iin)LAN  ALLOTMENT, 
KlELS  ESPEBSON. 

Lands  within  the  ceded  territory  in  Oklahoma  are  not  within  the  proYiBionB  of  the 
allotinent  act  of  1887|  but  an  allotment  of  such  land  made  for  the  protection  of 
the  Indians'  improyements  senree  to  except  the  land  coyered  thereby  from  settle* 
ment  and  entry. 

First  Assistant  8ecreta/ry  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  Offioey  March  10^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  apx)eal  of  Niels  Esperson  firom  the  decision  of 
your  office  dated  November  14, 1890,  affirming  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  at  Elingflsher,  Oklahoma  Territory,  r^ecting  his  homestead  ap- 
plication for  the  SE  i  of  section  4,  T.  12  N.,  B.  7  W.,  I.  M.,  so  far  as  the 
same  covers  the  KE  ^  of  the  SE  ^  of  said  section,  becanse  the  same 
conflicts  with  an  Indian  allotment  in  favor  of  Johanna  Hauser,  minor 
child  of  Herman  Hanser,  nnder  the  act  of  Congress  approved  February 
8, 1887  (24  Stat,  388). 

The  appeal  firom  the  local  office  alleges  that  at  the  date  of  the  settle- 
ment of  said  appellant,  said  Indian  aJlotment  was  nnsnrveyed  and  had 
no  marks  of  settlement,  or  occupation  thereon;  that  said  land  was  al- 
lotted to  said  Indian  without  authority  of  law,  and  that  said  allotment 
was  fraudulent  and  void  because  the  Indian  allotment  affidavit  made 
by  Herman  Hauser  fiEdsely  stated  that  he  had  made  settlement  upon 
said  NE  i  of  the  said  SE  i,  when  as  a  matter  of  fiEkct  after  12  o'clock 
noon  of  April  22, 1889,  the  tract  was  solely  occupied  by  the  said  appel- 
lant 

It  appears  that  said  IfE  \  of  the  BE  ^  of  said  section  was  allotted  to 
Johanna  Hatiser,  a  minor,  under  section  4  of  said  act  of  February  8, 
1887,  in  compliance  with  express  directions  of  the  Secretary  dated  April 
10  and  15, 1889  (Ind.  Div.  Eecord,  VoL  59,  pp.  343-^76),  to  the  Indian 
agent  at  the  Oheyenne  and  Arapahoe  agency,  and  you  state  that  said 
allotment  was  made  on  or  before  April  22, 1889,  prior  to  which  time  no 
^aUd  daims  of  settlers  could  attach  to  the  land;  that  you  concur  with 
the  view  of  the  Indian  Office  that  the  Department  undoubtedly  con- 
templated the  assignment  to  each  of  the  Indians  referred  to  in  said  di- 
rections of  the  Secretary,  as  settled  in  Oklahoma  several  years  prior  to  the 
opening  of  the  same  to  settlement,  the  full  quantity  of  land  allowed  to  In- 
dians nnder  said  allotment  act;  that  it  is  inmiaterial  whether  the  tract 
clBimed  by  said  nunor  was  actually  improved  or  cultivated  or  not,  as 
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she  was  entitled  to  the  amount  allotted^  and  that  said  tract  was  se> 
lected  and  officially  designated  for  her  in  dne  time,  and  yon  hdid  tliat 
upon  the  known  facts  the  application  for  a  hearing  upon  contest  most 
be  denied. 

In  his  appeal  from  your  decision,  Mr.  Esperson  alleges  substaDtkUy 
the  same  errors  as  in  his  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers. 
It  is  manifest  that  the  land  in  question  was  allotted  to  said  minor 
und**r  the  express  direction  of  the  Department,  as  above  set  forth, 
prior  to  the  opening  of  the  land  to  settlement  and  entry  on  Apnl  i^ 
1889.  It  is  no  answer  to  say,  even  if  it  be  true,  that  there  were  no  im- 
provements or  residence  upon  this  particular  tract,  for,  under  the  law, 
the  infant  minor  child  is  not  required  to  live  upon  the  land  allotttid. 
It  is  conceded  that  as  a  general  rule,  lands  within  the  ceded  t^rritoij 
in  Oklahoma  cannot  be  allotted  under  section  4  of  the  general  allotmeDt 
act  (See  13  L.  D.,  310),  but  under  the  peculiar  circumst^ances,  as  ascer- 
tained by  the  Office  of  Indian  Affairs,  showing  that  said  Hauser  entered 
upon  atract  justacrosstheline  eastfrom  the  Cheyenneand  Arapahoe  In- 
dian Reservation,  and  improved  the  same,  the  Department  allowed  said 
allotment  to  be  made,  which  served  to  except  the  land  from  settlement 
and  entry  by  any  other  person. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  error  in  your  decision,  and  the  saute 
is  accordingly  affirmed. 


bepaymsnt-statutobx  kbstrictxoiia 
Edwabd  a.  Toveea. 

Wh^re  the  roceiver  failB  to  acoouot  for  the  pnrchaae-money  paid  for  lukd,  and  ft* 
entryman  pays  therefor  a  oecond  time,  there  is  no  statntory  aathority  fat  tb 
repayment  of  the  money  thus  wrongfoUy  appropriated. 

First  Assistant  Seifretary  Chandler  to  the  Oomniis^ioner  of  ihe  Oenerd 

La/nd,  Qffioe,  March  11, 1892. 

On  January  21, 1891,  resident  counsel  for  Edward  A.  Tovrei^  filed 
in  your  office,  an  affidavit  made  by  said  Tovrea  setting  out  that  on  No- 
vember 14, 1889,  he  made  final  proof  under  the  des.^rt  land  act  for  tt6 
TSr^.  i  and  WN.  i  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  27,  T.  1  S.,  R.  5  W.,  Tucson,  Arizona; 
that  he  ^'  forwarded  said  proofs,  together  with  two  hundred  dollara''  to 
one  Smith,  the  then  receiver  of  public  moneys  at  Tucson;  that  he  re^ 
ceivedno  receipt  for  said  payment;  that  Smith  wrongfaUy  appropri' 
ated  the  same  to  his  own  use  and  that  he  subsequently  to  wit,  February 
17, 1891,  paid  a  like  amount  ($200)  as  purchase  money  for  said  land. 

Along  with  said  affidavit  was  filed  Tovrea's  application  for  the  re- 
payment of  the  two  hundred  dollars  so  misappropriated  by  the  said 
receiver. 

By  letter  dated  January  24, 1891,  you  denied  this  application. 
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• 

CoTinsei  moved  a  review  oT  tlds  action,  which  motion  being  denied  by 
your  letter  of  If  arch  6, 1891,  an  appeal  was  taken  here. 

It  may  be  true  that  the  government  shotdd  be  holden  to  Mr.  Tovrea 
for  the  two  hxindred  dollars  which  he  had  paid  to  Mr.  Smith  on  the 
ground  that  he  received  the  money  in  his  official  capacity  of  receiver 
of  public  moneys,  as  the  agent  of  the  government,  and  it  has  sued  him 
upon  his  bond  to  recover  the  same.  Had  Mr.  Tovrea  reiused  to  pay 
the  second  two  hundred  dollars,  he  might  have  been  entitled  to  a 
patent  for  his  land  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Andrew  J. 
Preston,  14  L.  D.,  200,  yet  repayment  can  not  be  made  him  in  this  pro- 
ceeding upon  the  statement  of  facts  here  presented. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  only  authorised  to  repay  money  when 
it  api)ear8 : — 

1st,  That  a  tract  of  lalid  has  been  erroneously  sold  by  the  United 
States  and  the  sale  can  not  be  confirmed.    (Section  2362.) 

2d,  Where  entries  are  canceled  for  conflict. 

3d,  Or  from  any  cause  the  entry  has  been  erroneously  allowed  and 
can  not  be  confirmed.  (Section  2,  of  the  act  of  June  16, 1880, 21  Stats., 
287.) 

The  applicant  in  this  case  does  not  bring  himself  within  either  of  the 
conditions  here  laid  down,  for  his  entry  could  be,  and  has  been  con- 
firmed, hence  this  department  has  no  juiisdiction  to  entertain  the  ap- 
plication and  it  must  therefore  be  denied. 


BAXLBOAD  eBAlTT— PBE-BMPTIOI9^  FIIiING— ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1887. 

XJinoiy  Paoifio  By.  Co.  et  al.  id.  MoKini^ey. 

An  imexpiied  pre-emption  filing  existing  at  date  of  definite  location  excepts  the 

land  covered  thereby  firom  the  operation  of  the  grant. 
The  second  proviso  to  section  5,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  applies  only  to  lands  which  at 

the  date  of  the  act,  had  been  settled  upon  sabseqnent  to  December  2, 1882,  by 

parties  clatming  in  good  faith  a  right  to  enter  the  same  nnder  the  settlement  laws. 
A  bona  fide  pnrohaser  from  a  railroad  company,  or  one  taking  under  sach  pnrchase, 

who  hsB  sold  and  transferred  the  land,  may  perfect  title  nnder  section  5  of  said 

act,  where  the  claim  of  the  company  foils. 

Acting  Secretary  Oh€mdler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd 

Office,  Mareh  11, 1892. 

The  SB.  4  of  Sec.  9,  T.  7  KT.,  E.  69  W.,  Denver,  Colorado,  is  within 
the  twenty  mile  or  granted  limits  of  the  TJnion  Pacific  Eailway  Com- 
pany.   This  company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location  Angnst  20, 1869. 

Tbis  tract  was  excepted  firom  the  grant  by  the  pre-emption  filing  of 
John  M.  Beck,  made  December  19, 1866. 

^or  some  reason  not  apparent  of  record,  this  land  was  always  con- 
sidered as  belonging  to  the  railroad  company.  In  this  belief  William 
HcKinlfiyy  on  d^tember  9^  1886,  pnrchased  the  land  in  controversy^ 
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with  another  quarter-section  fkrom  one  Thomas  Oonneny,  for  the  sum  of 
94,800y  paying  91800  in  cash  and  giving  deed  of  trost  to  secure  tbe 
balance  due.  Gonnelly  had  derived  his  title  firom  the  said  compaiiY. 
McKinley  cnltiyated  the  tract  described  for  about  a  year,  and  then  sold 
the  west  half  of  it  to  Jerry  E,  Lamb  and  the  east  half  to  Edward 
McGabe.  Jerry  Lamb  subsequently  sold  his  half  to  Henry  C.  Lamb: 
the  latter  and  Edward  McOabe  are  now  in  possession  of  the  same  un- 
der their  titles  so  derived. 

McKinley  executed  warranty  deeds,  receiving  no  cash  payment,  but 
deeds  of  trust  from  his  grantees,  providing  for  payment  within  twelve 
years  from  date  of  conveyance. 

March  9, 1889,  Henry  Lamb  applied  to  make  pre-emption  filing  for 
the  west  half  of  said  tract. 

August  29, 1889,  McCabe  made  similar  application  for  the  east  hM 

Both  applications  were  rejected,  and  both  parties  appealed. 

These  applications  were  rejected  because  the  land  was  in  an  odd  sec- 
tion, within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  railroad,  and  because  one 
Woodworth  had  before  applied  to  make  homestead  entiy  for  the  same 
land,  which  was  rejected,  and  from  the  rejection  of  which  he  had  ap- 
I)ealed,  and  his  appeal  was  still  x>ending. 

June  7, 1889,  McEinley  applied  to  purchase  said  tract  under  the  5tii 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  which  provides  » 
follows: 

That  where  any  said  company  BhaU  haye  sold  to  oituens  of  the  United  Stales,  or 
to  persona  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  such  citizens,  as  a  part  of  xti 
grant,  lands  not  conyeyed  to  or  for  the  use  of  such  company,  said  lands  hting  tke 
nnmbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  coteiminons  with  the  oonfllncted 
parts  of  said  road,  and  where  the  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reaaon  excepted  from  tfaa 
operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawfdl  for  the  bona  fide  pnrduwr 
thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for  said  lands  at  tin 
ordinary  goyemment  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents  shaU  iBsne  tbeidor 
to  the  said  bona  Me  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns :  Providedy  That  aU  lands  shill  b« 
excepted  frrom  the  proyisions  of  this  section  which  at  the  date  of  such  sales  wen  is 
the  bona  fide  occupation  of  adyerse  claimantB  under  the  pre-emption  or  homestesd 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  whose  claims  and  occupation  haye  not  since  beoiTvI* 
untarily  abandoned,  as  to  which  excepted  lands  the  said  pre-emption  and  hoiiiestesd 
claimants  shaU  be  permitted  to  perfect  their  proofr  and  entries  and  receiye  psteoti 
therefor :  Pronided  further,  That  this  section  shaU  not  apply  to  lands  settled  upon  sab- 
sequent  to  the  first  day  of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-two,  by  penoes 
elaiming  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  States,  ss  ts 
which  lands  the  parties  claiming  the  same  as  aforesaid  shall  be  entitled  to  prore  op 
and  enter  as  in  other  like  cases. 

Kotice  was  given  to  all  parties  in  interest  that  he  wonld  sabmit  bis 
proof  in  support  of  said  application  on  July  25,  1889,  At  this  heaciBg 
Lamb  and  McOabe  appeared  and  protested.  Woodworth  and  the  rail- 
way company  made  defiftult. 

The  local  of&cers  transmitted  the  evidence  and  record  without  leeoiQ- 
mendatton,  stating  ^<  that  inasmuch  as  we  are  without  information  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  claim  of  the  raUway  company  to  this  tract  has  bt«D 
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diminated,  we  win  submit  the  case  to  the  Department  that  this  ques- 
tion may  be  determined." 

McOabe  and  Lamb  appealed,  and  you,  by  your  decision  of  June  7, 
1890,  rejected  the  application  of  McKinley  to  purchase.  Tou  also  re- 
jected the  application  of  Woodworth  to  make  homestead  entry,  and 
held  that  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  company  by  the 
filing  of  Beck,  and  allowed  McGabe  and  Lamb's  appUcations  to  make 
pre-emption  filing  for  the  land.  Subsequently,  on  December  27, 1890, 
by  your  decision  of  that  date,  you  modified  the  decision  of  June  7,  by 
rejecting  the  applications  of  said  McGabe  and  Lamb  to  make  pre-emp- 
tion filing  for  the  tract  in  controversy,  but  held  that  they,  being  the 
present  owners  and  occupants  of  the  land,  are  primarily  entitled  to 
purchase  nnder  the  act  before  cited;  but,  inasmuch  as  they  had  re- 
fused to  avail  themselves  of  this  right,  the  application  of  McKinley 
should  be  allowed.  From  this  decision  McOabe,  Lamb,  and  the  rail- 
road company  have  appealed,  the  latter  only  from  so  much  of  your  de- 
cision BB  holds  the  land  to  have  been  excepted  firom  the  grant  to  the 
company. 

In  regard  to  the  appeal  of  the  railroad  company,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  say  that  this  Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  an  unexpired 
pre-emption  filing,  existing  at  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  line 
of  the  road,  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  flrom  the  operation  of  the 
grant 

The  filing  of  Beck,  made  December  19,  1866,  aDeging  settlement 
December  10,  of  the  same  year,  was  upon  unoffered  land,  and  had  not 
expired  August  20, 1869,  when  the  company  filed  its  map  of  definite 
location  opxK)site  the  land  in  controversy.  The  claim  of  the  company 
must,  therefore,  be  rejected. 

No  extended  discussion  is  neoessary  to  show  that  the  applications  of 
HcGabe  and  Lamb  to  olaim  this  land  under  the  pre-emption  laws  were 
properly  denied. 

They  were  made  subsequent  to  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  and,  in  the 
case  of  the  Ohicago,  Bt  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Bailway  Com- 
pany (11 L.  D.,  607),  it  was  oorreotiy  held  that  the  second  proviso  to 
Bald  act  applies  only  to  '^  the  case  of  lands  which,  at  the  date  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act,  had  been  settied  upon  subsequent  to  December  1, 1882, 
by  parties  claiming  in  good  fiuth  a  right  to  enter  the  same  under  the 
settlement  laws." 

There  are  no  such  parties  iu  the  record  before  me.  McOabe  aM  Lamb 
never  claimed  under  any  of  the  settlement  laws  prior  to  the  passage  oi 
the  said  act  On  the  contrary,  until  the  filing  of  their  applications, 
which  was  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  act,  they  were  ftiftiming  through 
oonv^yances  flrom  the  raQway  company. 

The  only  remaining  question  to  be  determined  is,  the  right  of  Mo- 
^inley  to  the  remedy  provided  by  said  act. 
Bedion  5  of  this  act  was  intended  to  protect  bona  fide  porehasera 
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from  the  railroad  company — ^that  is^  parties  claiming  tilie  throngli  the 
grant  to  the  company.  It  was  a  provision  through  which  tiie  title  m 
obtained  conld  be  perfected.  The  right  to  purchase  from  the  goveni 
ment  depended  upon  a  purchase  in  good  faith  ttom  the  company,  and 
only  those  who  had  so  purcbased  could  avail  themselves  of  this  remedy. 
Unquestionably^  McOabe  and  Lamb  could  have  purchased  under  this 
section,  if  they  had' so  desired,  but  they  are  not  here  asking  that  priti. 
lege.    (11  L.  D.,  229), 

On  the  contrary,  the  undisputed  evidence  at  the  hearing  shows  tbit 
M^Kinley,  some  days  prior  to  his  application  (on  the  14th  or  loth  of 
Hay,  1889,)  went  to  them  and  endeavored  to  persuade  them  to  apply 
under  this  act,  he  offering  to  pay  all  the  expenses  and  the  government 
price  of  the  laud.  They  declined  to  do  this,  but  chose  rattier  to  attempt 
to  procure  title  from  the  government  under  the  pre-emption  law.  Then- 
purpose  is  obvious,  for,  if  they  should  succeed,  they  could  defeat  the 
foreclosure  of  the  deed  of  trust  to  McKinley  by  showing  that  the  note 
it  was  given  to  secure,  was  without  consideration,  McKinley's  tit^e  to 
the  land  having  failed. 

This  Department  is  now  asked  to  lend  its  sanction  and  aid  to  the  ac- 
complishment of  this  purpose. 

I  think  the  statute  clearly  contemplates  that  any  bona  fide  paiehaser 
may  be  entitled  to  the  remedy  provided,  for  in  terms,  it  says,  t^iaftnpon 
a  proper  showing  and  payment  of  the  government  price  for  the  HumL 
''patents  shall  issue  therefor  to  the  bona  flde  purchaser,  his  heirs  or 
assigns.^ 

This  construction  is  substantially  hedd  in  the  case  of  Samuel  L.  Csiop 
bell  (8  L.  D.,  27),  where  it  is  said  that  in  such  an  application  it  must  be 
shown,  inter  alia:  ''That  it  was  sold  by  the  company  to  the  appUcant, 
or  one  under  whom  he  claims,  as  a  part  of  tbe  grant." 

Oonnelly,  from  whom  McKinley  purchased,  would  have  beenentitied 
to  this  remedy,  and  title  so  perfected  in  him  would  inure  to  the  beaefit 
of  his  grantees  and  those  claiming  under  him.  Bo  the  granting  of  the 
application  of  McKinley  will  perfect  the  title  in  McCabe  and  Lamb,  and 
place  them  just  where  they  would  have  been  had  the  title  beesn  in  the 
railroad  company.  This  is  all  that  the  statute  was  designed  to  do,  sod 
Lamb  and  McOabe  can  have  no  grounds  of  complaint,  for,  by  his  act 
and  at  his  own  expense,  McKinley  will  have  secured  to  his  giaot^es 
just  what  they  bargained  for — ^namely:  a  x>erfect  title  to  the  land  they 
purcbased,  and  so  fulfill  the  covenants  in  his  deeds. 

The  application  of  McKinley  will  be  allowed^  and  your  dedaion  is 
accordingly  affirmed. 
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HOMESTEAD  ENTBT-RESIDENCE-MABBIBD  WOMAN. 

Obphia  J.  Simons. 

A  manled  woman  can  not  legally  maintain  separate  residence  from  her  hnsband,  and 
secure  title  nnder  tiie  homestead  law  by  Tirtne  of  saoh  Tesidonoe. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Oha/ndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  12j  1892. 

1  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Mrs.  Orphia  J.  Simons  (nee  Flouton) 
from  your  decision  of  Febmary  10, 1891  holding  for  cancellation  her 
homestead  entry  for  lots  1,  2  and  3,  Sec.  12,  T.  141  If .,  R.  81  W.,  Bis- 
marck, North  Dakota,  land  district. 

She  made  said  entry  April  26, 1883,  and  pursuant  to  notice  on  April 
26, 1890,  offered  her  final  proof  in  support  thereof.  It  appears  from  her 
affidavit  that  she  was  married  to  Francis  B.  Simons  on  June  17, 1883.  He 
had  made  a  homestead  entry  iu  December,  1882  on  land  in  Sec.  18,  T. 
141  K,  E.  80  W.  Their  lands  were  about  a  half  mile  distant  from  each 
other.  Simons  maintained  his  residence  on  his  tract,  and  in  July,  1889, 
made  final  proof  and  received  final  certificate.  When  Mrs.  Simons 
offered  her  proof  it  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  because  she  could 
not,  in  law,  maintain  a  separate  residence  from  her  husband,  they  not 
being  separated,  and  she  not  having  been  deserted  by  her  husband. 
She  appealed  from  this  ruling,  and  your  office,  on  February  10, 1891, 
affirmed  the  same.  She  agabi  appealed,  and  evidently  prepared  the 
appeal  herself.  It  consists  mostly  of  new  statements  supplemental  to 
her  final  proof,  is  sworn  to,  and  she  has  procured  an  attorney  to  appear 
for  her,  who  also  signs  the  appeal. 

She  states  in  her  final  proof,  and  repeats  substantially  in  her  appeal 
that  <^  According  to  a  marriage  agreement  entered  into  on  the  17th  of 
Jime,  1883,  the  day  of  our  marriage,  between  Francis  B.  Simons  and 
mysdf,  we  were  each  to  maintain  a  separate  residence  on  our  respective 
homesteads  during  our  natural  lives,"  etc.  Each  was  to  control  their 
own  land,  etc.  In  her  appeal  she  says  they  were  told  by  the  receiver 
at  Bismarck  that  they  could  receive  patents  if  "  we  each  presented 
proof  of  continued  residence  and  cultivation  for  five  years."  She  also 
claims  patent  to  the  land  as  the  ^'head  of  a  family  consisting  of  my  aged 
parents  and  myself,"  and  declares  she  has  had  no  lawful  residence  on 
her  husband's  homestead.    She  also  insists  that  she  have  patent  for  lots 

2  and  3  as  an  additional  homestead  to  her  husband's  land.  She  says 
the  river  has  washed  away  a  portion  of  their  lands,  and  if  lots  2  and  3 
were  added  to  her  husband's  land  it  would  not  exceed  one  hundred  and 
rixty  acres.  She  claims  many  things  in  her  paper  unnecessary  to 
refer  to. 

After  their  marriage  she  lived  at  her  husband's  house  until  Septem- 
ber 20, 1883,  when  she  says  she  ^^  abandoned  her  husband's  residence," 
14561— VOL  14 ^16 
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and  moved  onto  her  own  land.  Thns  she  lived  with  her  husband  frm 
June  17  to  September  20, 1883,  in  disregard  of  her  contract;  She  had 
never  settled  on  her  homestead  while  unmarried. 

It  has  been  held  for  many  years  that  a  "  deserted  wife?'  could  make 
homestead  entry.  But  it  was  said  in  Porter  v.  Maxfield  (5  L.  D.,  42i 
that  the  fact  of  marriage  being  established,  and  the  wife  ^^  haTing  bet 
up  the  plea  of  desertion,  it  rests  upon  her  to  show  such  fae4;  affima- 
tlvely.''  This  rule  has  been  followed.  (Sfee  9  L.  D.,  186;  10  L.  D.,  5:*:. 
and  cases  there  cited.)  But  a  husband  and  wife  cannot  enter  into  an 
agreement  to  evade  the  law,  and  thereby  acquire  rights.  So  far  as  Ut 
ing  separate  and  apart  during  their  natural  lives  is  concerned,  itma^ 
be  said  such  a  contract  would  be  against  public  policy,  and  if  it  were 
plead  in  bar  of  an  action  for  necessaries  furnished  the  wife,  no  ooort 
would  regard  it.  So  far  as  asking  patent  for  the  land  as  an  additioiial 
entry  to  the  entry  of  her  husband,  it  is  suflScient  to  say  one  person  can- 
not make  an  additional  homestead  entirely  based  upon  the  homestead 
of  another. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


TIMBER  CULTURE  BNTRT-SEGREGATION— PRIVATE  KNTBT. 

HENBT  MiLNB; 

The  segregation  of  land  effected  by  a  timber  culture  entry  is  not  defeated  br  tb" 
failure  of  the  local  officers  to  note  such  entry  of  record ;  and  a  private  e&tiy 
of  land  thus  reserved  cannot  be  properly  allowed. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  Hie  O&mmissUmer  of  the  6t^ 

Land  Office^  March  12^  1892. 

On  December  18, 1885,  Henry  Milne  made  private  cash  entry  fbrtk 
E.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  the  E.  J  of  the  SW,  i,  and  the  E.  i,  of  Sec  U,  T,U' 
S.,  E.  24  E.,  Boswell  land  district,  New  Mexico. 

The  tract  was  [apparently]  bnbject  ta  private  entry,  having  been  in 
eluded  in  a  list  of  lands  offered  at  public  sale,  in  accordance  with  pri^'f 
executive  proclamation,  on  August  20, 1870. 

Two  months  prior  to  Milne's  entry,  one  James  R.  Cunningham  ^^ 
made  timber-culture  entry  for  the  SE.  J  of  the  SW.  i,  S  J  of  the  SE.  t 
and  the  NE.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  of  said  Sec.  14— including  one  hundred  arid 
sixty  of  the  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres  above  referred  to  as  beii»j: 
afterwards  entered  by  said  Milne. 

On  June  24, 1890,  you  held  Milne's  entry  for  cancellation  as  t»  tlie 
portion  of  his  entry  in  conflict  with  that  of  Cunningham. 

He  appeals  from  your  action  on  the  ground  that  hia  entry  was 
in  good  faith,  and  with  the  consent  and  approval  of  the  land  ofScersat 
Las  Crucesj  that  the  records  of  the  local  of&ce  did  not  show  that  Cob- 
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lingham  nor  any  one  else  liad  entered  the  tract ;  that  the  neglect  of  the 
ocal  officers  to  note  npon  their  proper  records  the  adverse  claim  of 
jTmningham  onght  not  to  be  allowed  to  work  to  his  prejudice;  that  he 
ias  made  valuable  improvements  npon  the  land,  so  that  much  hardship 
md  loss  will  result  from  the  cancellation  of  me  entry;  and  farther- 
nore — 

That  the  entry  of  Jamee  R.  Cnimiiigham^  with  Inrhicli  hife  said  entry  k  alleged  to 
>6  in  confliA^,  was  not  and  is  not  a  bona  fide  entry,  the  said  Cunningham  never  har- 
ng  made  or  in  any  way  attempted  to  make  any  improyeniente  on  the  said  tract,  or 
n  any  way  complied  or  attempted  to  comply  with  the  law  in  regard  to  timber-cnl- 
nire  entries. 

Corroborating  affidavits  of  two  witnesses  are  filed,  stating  <<  that  said 
bract  has  never  been,  in  whole  or  in  part,  broken,  plowed,  or  planted, 
by  James  B.  Gnnningham,  or  any  other  person  ....  to  the  pres- 
ent time.'^ 

Winfield  S.  Gobean,  register,  and  Frank  Lesnet,  receiver,  at  the  date 
of  the  apx>eal — successors  to  the  regist^  and  receiver  at  the  date  of 
Cnimingham's  entry,  and  having  in  charge  the  books  of  the  office — cear- 
tify  that  the  official  plat  on  file  in  the  office  shows  the  cash  entries  (rf 
Milne  for  certain  tracts — 

But  £&ils  to  show  at  this  time  any  record  oi  any  kind,  other  than  the  entries  above 
noted;  nor  are  there  any  eraenreB  or  other  eyidehoes  on  said  plat  that  wonld  lead 
to  the  belief  that  any  otiier  entry  had  ever  been  made  on  said  tracts. 

That  Gnnningham  made  the  timber-culture  entry,  npon  the  date  here- 
inbefore set  forth,  is  unquestionable,  for  the  original  entry  papers  aine 
on  file  in  the  record  now  before  the  Department,  and  the  tract-books  of 
yonr  office  show  the  same;  and  on  December  20, 1890,  you  directed  the 
local  officers  to  x>ost  said  entry — so  that  it  is  now  a  matter  of  record 
npon  their  books. 

The  first  question  calling  for  consideration  is,  whether  Cunningham's 
entry,  although  not  noted  ui)on  the  books  of  the  local  office  on  Decem- 
ber 18, 1885,  had  segregated  the  tract  from  the  public  domain,  so  l^at 
Milne^s  later  entry  of  the  same  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  im- 
properly allowed. 

I  &il  to  find  any  rexK>rted  case  that  is  in  all  respects  parallel  to  the 
one  now  under  consideration;  but  there  are  many  which  illustrate  the 
principle  which  should  govern  therein,  and  indicate  with  sufficient 
deamesB  the  only  doctrine  that  can  consistently  be  maintained. 

John  0.  Irwin  (6  L.  D.,  685,)  made  timber-culture  entry  of  a  certain 
^3^t  in  California,  which  you  held  invalid  because  of  being  within  a 
section  that  had,  by  executive  order  of  January  23, 1866,  been  reserved 
and  set  apart  for  solitary  purposes.  He  appealed,  on  the  grounds  that 
1X0  plat  or  record  of  the  local  land  office  showed  the  land  to  be  inside  of 
said  military  reservation;  that  the  register  reported  that  the  records  of 
Ti\B  office  showed  no  such  reservation;  that  the  land  had  never  been 
^^^  w  a  part  of  said  reservation;  that  no  objection  was  made  by  the 


244  DECISIONS   REIiATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LAITOS. 

local  officers  to  said  entry;  and  that  large  sums  of  money  bad  l)eaL 
expended  in  coltiyating  and  improYing  said  land.  The  Depaitment 
held  that  the  tract, 

Having  been  reserred  for  public  oae  by  competent  authority,  the  £ut  that  nek 
reservation  was  not  shown  by  the  records  of  the  local  land  office,  and  in  oonaeqnene^ 
thereof  was  entered  and  a  large  expense  incurred  thereon  by  the  entryniBii,  can  :»ct 
make  such  entry  legal,  nor  empower  the  land  department  to  dispose  of  snoh  n&tnd 
land. 

In  the  case  of  LinviUe  v.  Olearwaters  (10  L.  D.^  59),  the  Department 
held  (to  quote  from  the  ^yllabos) : 

A  homestead  entry  made  on  land  covered  by  the  prior  timber  culture  entry  of  ta- 
other  not  of  record,  and  under  which  no  right  of  possession  was  asserted  or  acts  h 
compliance  with  law  performed,  is  good  as  against  every  one,  except  the  timbeT-fd- 
ture  entry  man,  and  the  right  of  a  third  party  to  contest  said  timber-culture  entn  j 
excluded  thereby. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  when  the  timber-coltore  entryman,  Gnnmngluus. 
made  the  requisite  preliminary  affidavits  (showing  his  own  qualifica- 
tions, the  non-mineral  character  of  the  tract,  &(i.)j  paid  the  fees  aod 
commissions,  and  received  the  receiver's  receipt,  the  tract  was  'un- 
served by  competent  anthority  ^ — that  is,  by  virtue  of  the  timber-culture 
law — even  thongh  no  record  of  the  local  office  showed  it  to  be  so  re- 
served. Milne's  private  cash  entry  was  '^  made  on  land  covered  by  the 
prior  timber-culture  of  another,  not  of  record,  and  under  which  no  rigiit 
o/possession  was  asserted  or  acts  in  compliance  with  law  performetl'' 
and  in  accordance  with  the  above  ruling  his  entry  would  be  ^^good  u? 
against  any  one  except  the  timber-culture  entryman." 

In  my  opinion  the  entry  of  Cunningham,  although  not  noted  od  the 
tract-books  of  the  local  office,  segregated  the  tract  firom  the  public  do> 
main,  and  hence,  Milne's  entry  was  improperly  allowed.  It  was  com- 
pleted so  far  as  Cunningham  was  concerned,  when  he  made  the  proper 
affidavit  and  paid  the  fees.  When  the  entryman  has  done  all  that  ibe 
law  requires  of  him,  no  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  register  and  receiver 
to  properly  note  the  entry  on  the  tract  books  should  be  held  to  work  a 
forfeiture  of  his  rights. 

I  see  no  reason,  however,  why  Mr.  Milne  might  not  institute  contett 
against  the  timber-culture  entry;  and  if  the  charge  of  abandonment 
should  be  sustained  at  the  hearing,  and  Milne's  good  faith  shown,  hi^ 
entry  might  then  be  confirmed  under  Rule  19  for  the  government  of 
the  board  of  equitable  adjudication,  which  provides  for  the  confirm^' 
tion  of  "  all  entries  made  upon  land  appropriated  by  entry  or  selection. 
but  which  entry  or  selection  was  subsequently  canceled  for  illegality" 
(See  Frank  V.  Holston,  7  L.  D.,  218;  Edward  Eiley,  9  L.  D.,  232.) 

Tour  decision  is  modified  as  above  indicated. 


DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  245 

PBACnCE-^ECOND  CONTEST— SPECIAL  AGENT. 

Ferguson  v.  Daly  et  al. 

A  oontert  Ahoald  not  be  allowed  on  firroonds  thftt  have  been  the  sabjeot  of  inyeetiga- 
tion  by  the  gOYemment  and  the  basia  of  a  hearing  had  therein^  and  where  the 
partiea  thereto  are  in  effect  the  same  as  in  the  former  proceedings. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  15^  1892. 

On  the  26th  of  September,  1884,  Isaac  B.  Daly  made  cash  entry  for 
lot5,andtheNE,iof  theNE.  J  of  Sec.  24,  T.  50  N.,  E.  4  W.,  (Lewiston 
Series),  which  land  is  now  in  the  Godur  d'Alene  land  district,  Idaho, 
having  settled  upon  the  tract  on  the  12th  of  December,  1883. 

Upon  the  report  of  Special  Agent  Ferguson  of  your  office,  you  held 
said  entry  for  cancellation  on  the  27th  of  April,  1888.  Upon  Daly's 
application  a  hearing  was  afterwards  ordered,  at  which  time  John  Pow- 
ers appeared  and  claimed  an  interest  in  the  land  on  account  of  a  mort- 
gage giyen  him  by  Daly,  for  money  loaned  with  which  he  made  final 
payment,  and  he  was  therefore  i)ermitted  to  intervene. 

That  hearing  resulted  in  a  joint  decision  by  the  register  and  receiver, 
in  which  they  found  the  charges  of  the  government  sustained,  and  rec- 
ommended l^at  the  entry  of  Daly  be  cancelled.  Upon  appeal  you  re- 
versed that  decision  on  the  2d  of  October,  1890,  and  allowed  his  entry 
to  stand. 

Subsequent  to  the  rendering  of  this  decision,  Ferguson,  whose  official 
connection  with  the  government  had  terminated,  applied  to  contest  said 
entry  and  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land.  On  the  22d  of  Octo- 
ber, 1890,  you  ordered  a  hearing  upon  the  charges  of  Ferguson,  but  on 
the  Uth  of  Kovember  of  that  year,  ui>on  the  ex  parte  application  of 
Daly's  counsel,  you  rescinded  your  order  of  October  22. 

Ferguson  took  an  appeal  from  your  decision  or  action  of  November 
14,  which  you  declined  to  transmit  to  the  Department.  He  then  applied 
to  have  the  record  of  the  case  certified  under  Eules  83  and  84,  which 
was  directed  by  departmental  decision  dated  March  13, 1891  (12  L.  D., 
230),  and  the  case  is  now  before  me  in  obedience  to  the  writ. 

Of  course,  Ferguson  could  have  received  no  relief  or  benefit  by  having 
youT  decision  of  October  2, 1890 — ^in  which  you  reversed  that  of  the 
register  and  receiver — ^reviewed  or  con^iidered  by  the  Department.  He 
was  not  a  party  in  interest  to  the  proceeding  which  terminated  with 
that  decision,  and  a  reversal  thereof  could  only  have  resulted  in  a  can- 
cellation of  the  entry  of  Daly,  with  no  preference  rights  to  Ferguson. 
^Rus  bet  seems  to  have  been  overlooked  when  the  departmental  de- 
cision of  March  13, 1891,  was  rendered,  as  in  that  decision  a  doubt  was 
expressed  as  to  the  correctness  of  your  said  decision,  and  the  record  of 
t^e  case  was  therefore  directed  to  be  certified  to  the  Department  for 
coii8ideiation« 
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Knowing  that  Ferguson  was  not  a  party  to  tliat  snit,  and  ftat  be 
could  not  apply  for  a  certiorari  therein,  you,  in  response  to  the  diiecdon 
contained  in  the  said  departmental  decision,  oerti&ed  the  record  in  the 
case  of  Ferguson  v.  Daly,  in  which  he  sought  to  contest  the  entry  npon 
the  same  cha'rges,  in  substance,  which  you  held  had  been  investigateil 
and  not  sustained  in  the  contest  by  the  goyemmeut  against  Daly. 

Having  by  your  decision  of  November  14, 1890,  denied  Ferguson  a 
hearing  upon  his  charges,  you  refiised  to  transmit  his  appeal  from  sneb 
decision,  and  it  is  this  action  on  your  part  which  Ferguson  asked  to 
have  considered  by  the  Department,  in  his  petition  for  certiorari.  Tbt 
question  before  me  is  not,  therefore,  whether  your  decision  of  October 
2, 1890  was  right  or  wrong,  but  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  you  were  justided  in  refusing  Ferguson  a  hearing  upon  liis 
charges,  and  in  declining  to  transmit  to  the  Department  his  appeal 
from  your  decision  upon  that  question. 

Tour  decision  of  October  2, 1890,  allowing  Daly^s  entry  to  staod, 
became  final  in  consequence  of  there  being  no  appeal  therefrom,  and 
no  application  for  certiorari  in  that  case.  In  your  decision  of  I^ovember 
29, 1890,  in  which  you  declined  to  transmit  Ferguson's  appeal  to  the 
Department,  you  said : 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no  right  has  been  denied  to  Fergason,  for  while  it  is  tme 
his  aUegations  constituted  a  cause  of  action,  neyertheless  he  is  not  now  in  a  positioa 
to  make  these  allegations,  because  of  the  fact  that  he  has  already,  as  an  i^ni  tor 
the  goYemment  attempted  to  prove  their  truth  and  has  failed,  and  I  know  of  nv 
rule  of  law  or  equity  which  would  give  him  the  right  to  have  a  hearing  now,  aQd 
farther  harass  this  defendant. 

It  can  not  be  denied  but  that  the  charges  of  Ferguson,  as  a  con- 
testant, constituted  a  cause  of  action.  It  is  also  true  that  his  charges 
as  an  agent  for  the  government  constituted  a  cause  of  action,  and  that 
the  charges  in  both  instances  were  substantially  the  same.  His  charges 
as  special  agent  were  somewhat  more  sweeping  than  his  charges  as 
a  contestant.  In  the  former,  he  alleged  that  Daly  conveyed  the  knd 
to  John  Powers  by  warranty  deed  dated  four  months  before  final  proof. 

As  to  this  charge,  it  was  shown  that  while  the  instrument  by  which 
the  loan  made  by  Powers  to  Daly  was  secured,  was  in  form  an  absohite 
deed,  it  was  in  effect  only  a  mortgage,  and  the  Department  has  fre- 
quently held  that  such  instruments  could  be  made  without  violation  of 
law,  prior  to  final  entry  and  certificate.  Haling  v,  Eddy  (9  L.  D.,  33r.) 
Owing  to  the  fact  that  this  loan  and  incumbrance  was  made  prior  to 
final  entry,  as  well  as  prior  to  the  first  of  March,  1888,  the  case  is  not 
within  the  confirmatory  provisions  of  the  seventh  section  of  ihe  act  of 
March  3, 1891,  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

The  charges  made  by  Ferguson,  as  special  agent,  were  disposed  of 
by  your  decision  of  October  2, 1890,  and  his  charges  as  contestant  w'ere 
presented  to  you  within  a  very  short  time  thereafter.  The  issues  invok- 
ed in  the  second  charges  were  those  which  Daly  had  been  called  upon  to 
defend  in  the  contest  where  the  government  was  the  prosecutor.  The 
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phraseology  of  the  charges  was  slightly  different,  but  the  issues  were 
the  same,  and  in  Beeves  v.  Emblen  (8  L.  D.,  444),  it  was  held  that  a  sec- 
ond contest  should  not  be  allowed  on  issues  involved  in  the  first.  In 
the  case  of  Samuel  J.  Bogart  (9  L.  D.,  217),  it  was  said: 

An  entryiiuiii  Bhould  not  be  oaUed  npon  to  defend  a  second  time  against  the  same 
ehargeSy  nnleas  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  there  was  collusion  between  the  parties 
at  the  hearing  already  had. 

At  the  hearing  already  had  in  the  case  at  bar^  there  is  certainly  no 
evidence  of  collusion  between  the  parties.  In  eflfect  the  parties  were  the 
same  as  they  would  have  been  at  the  second  hearing,  had  one  been  al- 
lowed. The  parties  being  the  same  in  fact,  and  the  charges  the  same 
in  effect,  I  think,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Department,  you  were  jus- 
tified in  refhsing  to  comx)el  Daly  to  establish  his  rights  to  the  land  a 
second  time,  and  I  find  no  occasion  for  interfering  with  the  exercise  of 
your  discretionary  i)ower  in  the  case.  Your  action  in  rescinding  your 
order  for  a  hearing  in  the  case,  and  in  declining  to  transmit  to  the  De- 
partment an  appeal  from  such  action  on  your  part,  is  therefore  ap- 
proved. 


9WAMP  LANB-SURVETOB  GENBRAL'S  BEXITBN. 

Oblando  Alexandbb. 

The  bnrden  of  proof  is  npon  the  State  where  it  sets  up  a  claim  nnder  the  swamp 
grant  to  land  that  is  returned  as  not  swamp  and  overflowed. 

The  character  of  land  at  the  date  of  the  swamp  grant  determines  whether  it  inures 
to  the  State  thereunder;  and  proof  that  land  is  at  present  swamp  and  overflowed 
is  not  snffioient  to  overcome  the  adverse  return  of  the  surveyor  general. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommieeioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

15j  1892. 

On  June  21, 1887,  Orlando  Alexander  filed  an  application  to  purchase 

of  the  State  of  Oalifomia  the  S  J  of  the  fractional  NB  J,  the  8  J  of  the 

WN  i,  and  the  fractional  ]!TB  i  of  the  KW  J  of  section  1,  T.  15  E.,  M. 

D.  M.,  on  the  ground  that  said  tract  is  swamp  and  overflowed  laud, 

though  not  so  returned.    Said  application  was  forwarded  the  same 

day  by  the  State  surveyor  general  to  the  surveyor  general  of  the 

Fnited  States  for  Oalifomia,  requesting  an  investigation  to  determine 

the  character  of  said  laud,  and  that  the  same  might  be  withdrawn  from 

disposal  at  the  Yisalia  land  office,  Oalifomia.    A  hearing  was  ordered 

before  him  Kovember  25, 1889,  to  determine  the  character  of  the  land 

at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September  28, 1850  (9  Stat.,  519), 

granting  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  to  certain  States,  as  therein 

provided,  and  due  notice  thereof  was  given  to  all  claimants  under  the 

Ignited  States,  and  to  said  applicant.    Said  hearing  was  held  under 

the  aathmlty  of  the  fifth  clause  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  23,  1866 
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(14  Stat.^  218),  re-enacted  in  section  2488,  Bevised  Statatea  of  tto 
XJnited  States,  wMch  provides  that, — 

If  the  authoritiefi  of  said  State  shall  olaiin  as  swamp  and  oYoiflowed  any  bndwyt 
represented  as  such  upon  the  map;  or  in  the  returns  of  the  sarreyorsy  the  ehanctiei 
of  such  land  at  the  date  of  the  grants  September  28,  1850,  and  the  right  to  the  suLe, 
shall  be  determined  by  testimony^  to  be  taken  before  the  surveyor  general,  who&hall 
decide  the  same,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  commissioner  of  tiie  genenl  bud 
office. 

On  April  28, 1890,  the  surveyor  general  of  the  United  States  decided, 
upon  the  testimony  adduced  at  said  hearing,  that  said  land  was  no: 
swamp  and  overflowed  at  the  date  of  said  granting  act,  September  % 
1850.  An  appeal  was  taken  on  the  ground  that  said  decision  was 
against  the  weight  of  evidence  and  against  law.  By  your  letter  of 
Kovember  14, 1890,  you  affirmed  the 'decision  of  said  surveyor  general 
and  rejected  the  claim  of  the  State.  An  appeal  now  brings  the  ca« 
before  me. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  are  specified  substantially  as  follows: 

1.  That  the  public  surveys  in  1853-4  show  that  the  laud  then  had  been  for  a  loog 
time  swamp  and  overflowed,  when  read  in  the  light  of  the  testimony  prodac«d  ic 
said  case. 

2.  The  testimony  showed  t>hat  the  land  had  been  swamp  and  overflowed  for  tra  or 
fifteen  years  prior  to  said  hearing,  and  produced  tules  and  swamp  grasses,  which  is 
vegetation  of  the  same  character  that  was  produced  at  the  time  of  the  surrers; 
therefore  the  land  must  have  been  swamp  and  overflowed  at  the  date  of  the  grant, 
as  over  ten  years  time  is  necessary  to  produce  such  vegetation,  and  only  three  (X 
four  years  have  elapsed  firom  the  date  of  the  grant  to  the  date  of  the  surveys. 

This  theory  does  not  appear  to  be  borne  out  by  the  facts.  The  field 
notes  of  the  survey  of  said  section  one,  made  in  December,  1853,  de- 
scribed the  land  on  the  Unes  as  follows: 

On  the  east  line,  "Land  rich,  covered  with  tules;"  north  line,  "Land  level,  set- 
end  rate,  first  quarter  mile  tules  "  (Running  from  the  east) ;  west  line,  ''Land  first 
rate,  prairie,  covered  with  fine  grass  and  scattering  tule;"  south  line,  "Land  first 
rate,  prairie,  with  scattering  tule.'' 

This  description  is  scarcely  applicable  to  swamp  land.  It  was  returned 
as  dry  land,  and  there  is  no  indication  in  the  field  notes  that  it  was 
wet  on  any,  part  when  surveyed.  At  the  hearing  three  witnesses  testi- 
fied for  the  State,  neither  of  whom  had  any  knowledge  of  the  laod 
prior  to  1887.  C.  D.  Davis  had  known  the  land  for  two  years,  lived 
thirty  miles  distant,  first  saw  it  in  June,  1887,  prior  to  that  time  had 
never  been  nearer  than  ten  miles  to  it.  He  knew  that  about  1870  Cole 
slough  was  cut  through  by  W.  8.  Powell,  which  would  have  the  effect 
to  increase  the  overflow  on  the  land  in  dispute  to  the  extent  of  tlie 
cut,  though  he  thought  this  increase  was  about  balanced  by  vater 
taken  for  irrigation. 

B.  S.  Hunsaker  testified  he  had  known  the  land  <<  something  over  two 
years,''  and  knew  nothing  of  its  character  prior  to  that  time. 

James  T.  Stratton  testified  he  had  been  on  the  land  only  three  tunes, 
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^^  first  in  June  1887,  again  in  June  1889,  and  again  the  past  week,"  and 
never  knew  anything  about  the  land  before  June  1887. 

These  witnesses  testified  that  the  land  was  swamp  and  overflowed  in 
1887,  and  so  continued  to  the  date  of  the  hearing,  but  gave  no  testi- 
mony that  such  was  its  character  in  1850.  The  burden  of  proof  was 
ai>on  the  State  to  rebut  the  prima  facie  case  established  by  the  map 
and  returns  of  the  surveyors  made  in  1853,  that  the  tract  was  then  ux>- 
land  and  dry,  and  not  swamp  and  overflowed. 

Testimony  that  it  was  swamp  in  1887  is  insufficient  to  show  that  it 
was  so  in  1853,  in  the  face  of  said  map  and  returns,  except  uxK>n  the 
theory  that  there  could  be  no  change  in  the  character  of  the  land  be- 
tween these  two  dates,  which  of  course  is  untenable.  In  a  period  of 
thirty-four  years  great  changes  are  liable  to  occur  in  the  character  of 
land,  both  from  natural  and  artificial  causes.  The  testimony  for  the 
claimants  under  the  United  States  showed  that  the  character  of  the 
land  had  changed  in  that  period  and  the  cause  therefor. 

B.  T.  Alvord  testified  that  he  lived  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  land 
from  1871  to  1876,  and  from  1877  to  1887,  and  that  during  the  fii-st 
period  he  was  on  IJie  land  sometimes  two  or  three  times  a  week;  that 
it  was  then  generally  dry  land,  except  in  swales.  A  swale  20  feet  wide 
ran  across  a  comer  of  the  section,  and  there  was  not  over  ten  acres  of 
this  kind  of  land  in  three  swales;  that  a  rodeo  ground  was  there 
where  cattle  were  bunched.  When  he  returned  in  1877  he  found  more 
water  on  the  west  side  of  the  land,  "Every  year  after  that  the  water 
pushed  ftirther  out  westward  up  to  the  present  time."  He  stated  the 
cause  of  this  as  follows : 

The  BlonghB  of  Fiah  alongh,  the  branch  Blonghs^  were  damned  on  the  northeast  eide 
of  FiBh  sloughy  and  caused  the  water  to  break  oat  on  the  west  side.  I  then  put  in 
another  dam  that  year,  1878,  and  opened  out  some  channels  on  the  west  side  that 
afterwards  washed  out  to  be  large  sloughs,  and  caused  the  main  body  of  the  overflow 
to  go  west,  and  it  spreads  fiirther  west  every  year,  and  overflowed  still  further  west 
this  year  than  it  did  last  year. 

J.  O.  James  testified  that  he  had  lived  in  Oalifomia  since  1850.  He 
first  became  acquainted  with  the  land  in  dispute  in  July  1857,  and  lived 
within  three  miles  of  it  from  1859  to  1868,  and  was  on  it  often;  that 
during  that  x>eriod  said  section  one  ^^  was  government  land  and  not 
swamp  and  overflowed.  It  was  dry  land  except  in  exceptionally  high 
water."  "  I  think  you  could  have  plowed  pretty  near  all  of  it.''  As  to 
the  change  in  the  character  of  the  land,  and  the  cause  of  it,  he  testified 
as  follows: 

Yes,  sir,  it  has  changed,  to-day  it  is  swamp  and  overflowed  land.  I  know  what 
oansed  the  change.  It  was  caused  by  Cole  slough,  a  branch  of  King's  river  being 
cut  through  at  its  head,  some  forty  miles  above  this  land,  in  1868,  which  lets  a  large 
volume  of  water  come  down  that  swamp  and  run  into  the  head  of  Fresno  slough. 
After  the  out  was  made  in  Cole  slough  the  high  waters  of  that  year  washed  it  out, 
and  almost  tomed  the  whole  of  King's  river  that  way,  down  that  swamp,  towards 
thia  land.    This  caused  the  water  to  come  down  into  Fish  slough  and  spread  out 
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fjEkrther  on  each  side  of  the  swamp,  and  OYorflowing  this  land  with  other  lands,  tiut 
were  yery  nearly  on  a  level  with  the  swamp  land  bordering  on  this  swamp  land. 

The  out  at  the  head  of  Oole  slough  was  made  by  W.  S.  Powell  widi 
some  Indians  in  the  fall  of  1867,  <<in  order  to  let  us  have  moie  wat» 
down  in  the  swamp.    It  was  too  dry ;  the  stoek  were  saffiBiing  for  water.' 

The  testimony  of  these  two  witnesses  is  unoontradicted  and  soiBtauiiB 
and  corroborates  the  returns  of  the  surveyor  general  that  this  land  wu 
upland,  and  not  swamp,  when  the  survey  was  made,  and  as  no  change 
is  claimed  to  have  occurred  between  the  date  of  the  grant  and  that  of 
the  survey,  it  was  presumably  of  the  some  character  when  the  giant 
took  effect. 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


PBACTICE— rrN^AIi  PBOOF— BUIiE  88  AMENDED. 

Depabtmbnt  of  the  Intebiob, 

General  Land  Qffic^j  Washin^onj  D.  0. 

Registers  and  Beeeivers  of  the  United  States  District  Land  Offices. 

Gentlemen  :  Bule  53  of  the  rules  of  practice,  approved  August  1% 
1885,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows,  viz: 

The  local  officers  wiU  thereafter  take  no  further  action  affecting  the 
disposal  of  the  land  in  contest  until  instructed  by  the  Commissioner. 

In  aU  cases,  however,  where  a  contest  has  been  brought  against  any 
entry  or  filing  on  the  public  lands,  and  trial  has  taken  place,  the  entry- 
man  may,  if  he  so  desires,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  tlielaw 
under  which  he  claims,  and  the  rules  of  the  Department^  submit  final 
proof  and  complete  the  same,  with  the  exception  of  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money  or  commissions,  as  the  case  may  be,  said  final  proof 
wiU  be  retained  in  the  local  land  office  and  should  the  entry  finally  be 
adjudged  valid,  said  final  proof,  if  satisfactory,  will  be  accepted  upon 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  or  conmiissions,  and  final  certificate 
will  issue,  without  any  further  action  on  the  part  of  the  entryman,  ex- 
cept the  fiirnishing  of  a  non-alienation  affidavit  by  the  entryman,  or  in 
case  of  his  death,  by  his  legal  representatives. 

In  such  cases  the  party  making  the  proof,  at  the  time  of  submittiiig 
the  same,  will  be  required  to  pay  the  fees  for  reducing  the  testimony  to 
writing. 

Any  provisions  of  the  rules  of  practice  inconsistent  with  the  above 
changes  and  modifications  are  hereby  rescinded. 
Very  respectfully, 

Tnos.  H.  Oabtbb, 

Oomiminionar. 

Approved  March  16th,  1892. 
Geo.  Ghandleb, 

AeHr^  Secretary. 
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PBOGBHDINOS  ON  FINAL  PROOF— RAILROAD  GRANT. 

Northern  Paoieio  E.  E.  Oo,  v.  Dow  (On  Eeview). 

The  ftUnre  of  a  rulsoad  compttny  to  respond  to  a  settler's  notice  of  intention  to  sub- 
mit final  proof  la  a  waiyer  of  the  company's  right  to  deny  the  facte  established 
by  said  proof. 

The  oaee  of  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Randolph;  cited  and  distinguished. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office^  Mareh  16^  1892. 

This  is  a  motion  by  the  £^ttorney  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad 
Company,  asking  for  a  review  of  the  departmental  decision  dated  April 
2, 1889,  in  the  case  of  said  railroad  company  t?.  William  Dow,  (8  L.  D., 
389),  involving  the  W.  J  of  the  NB.  J,  and  the  B.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec. 
13,  T,  134  K,  E.  41  W.,  Fergus  Falls,  Minnesota. 

Counsel  for  the  railroad  asked  to  have  this  motion  considered  in  con- 
nection with  the  case  of  said  railroad  company  v,  Joshua  A.  Bandolph, 
which  was  decided  on  the  26th  day  of  September,  1889  (See  9  L.  D., 
416).  It  is  also  claimed  that  the  questions  in  the  Eandolph  case  and 
this  case,  are  the  same.  This  claim  is  not  tenable,  as  clearly  appears 
by  reference  to  the  Eandolph  case,  wherein  the  difference  in  the  cases 
is  clearly  pointed  out,  as  follows: 

In  the  case  of  the  Korthem  Pacific  v,  Do\7  (8  L.  D.;,  389),  the  evidence  adduced  at 
the  hearing  shows  that  Hoss,  the  original  pre- emptor,  settled  upon  the  land  in  the 
faU  of  1870,  while  the  railroad's  line  was  definitely  located  November  21, 1871.  "  Upon 
the  testimony  and  the  homestead  proof  made,''  and  not  simply  because  the  company 
made  no  appearance  at  the  hearing,  ''the  local  officers  rendered  an  opinion  iu  favor 
of  Dow."  In  the  present  case  the  record  shows  nothing  whatever  tending  to  except 
the  particular  tract  involved  from  the  grant  to  the  company. 

It  was  made  to  appear  that  Huss  had  a  valid  settlement  claim  to  the 
tract  at  the  time  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
became  effective,  and  this  excepted  the  land  from  the  grant.  Northern 
Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  t?.  Edward  Miller  (11  L.D.,  482);  Northern  Pacific 
B.  B.  Co.  -».  Beck  (id.,  584). 

The  motion  under  consideration  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  the 
case  was  decided  wholly  upon  the  ground  that  the  company  having 
felled  to  appear  or  answer  the  regular  citation  issued  upon  Dow's  not  ice, 
was  guilty  of  laches  by  reason  of  which  it  may  he  held  to  have  waived 
its  right  to  aas^  title  to  the  tra^t  in  queatioa  or  to  object  to  the  con- 
snmmation  of  his  claim  to  the  same.  This  theory  is  not  borne  out  by 
the  record,  as  a  careful  examination  of  the  case  in  its  entirety  will  show. 
The  facts  established  by  Dow's  proof  showed  the  tract  to  have  been 
excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company,  and  the  company  by 
its  failure  to  respond  to  the  notice  of  its  intention  to  submit  final  proof, 
waived  all  right  to  deny  said  facts.  Bandolph  v,  Northern  Pacific  B. 
R.  Co.,  Hupra;  Florida  By.>and  !N^avigation  Co.  v.  Dodd  (11  L.  D.,  91)  j 
Sorthera  Pacific  B.  B.  Co,  v.  Harrendrup  (11  L.  D,,  633). 

I  (Useov^  no  reason  for  interfering  with  the  decision.  The  motion  is 
therefore  denied. 
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pbe-smption  cliaim— transmutation-act  op  march  9»  ism. 

William  E.  Cottle. 

A  pre-emption  claim  initiated  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Mai^  3, 1889,  eiim«t 
be  transmuted  thereonder  by  one  who  has  had  the  benefit  of  a  homestead  entiy. 

First  As9i8ta/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  ike  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  March  16, 1892. 

William  B.  Oottle  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  Febraary  14, 
1891^  sastaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  applic&> 
tion  to  transmute  to  a  homestead  entry  his  pre-emption  dedaratoij 
statement  for  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  11,  T.  34  IT.,  E,  28  W.,  Valentine  land 
district,  Kebraska. 

The  ground  of  the  rejection  was  that  he  had  exhausted  his  homestead 
right  by  a  former  entry. 

The  pre-emption  filing  which  he  applies  to  tranfflnute  was  made  Ma? 
10, 1889.  The  act  of  March  2, 1889,  permitting  second  homestead  en- 
tries, under  certain  circumstances,  contains  the  proviso — 

That  aU  pre-emption  settlers  upon  the  public  lands,  whose  claims  have  been  ini- 
tiated prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  may  chan^^e  such  entries  to  homestead  entriei 
and  proceed  to  perfect  their  titles,  etc. 

The  appellant^s  pre-emption  Mng,  made  May  10, 1889  (alleging  settle- 
ment the  same  day),  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  act;  I 
therefore  affirm  your  decision. 


CALIFOBNIA  SCHOOL  LANDS— INBEMNITT— ACT  OF  MARCH  1,  18TT. 

Mabtin  a.  Bakeb. 

A  school  indemnity  selection^  made  and  approved  before  the  final  survey  of  a  priTate 
grant  excluding  the  basis  therefrom,  is  confirmed  by  section  2,  aot  of  March  1, 
1877,  and  the  basis  therefor  is  subject  to  disposal  as  other  public  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Oha/nAler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Qenerdi 

Land  Office,  March  16, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Martin  A.  Baker,  from  your  decisios 
rejecting  his  application  to  make  timber-culture  entry  for  the  SE.  \  d 
Sec.  10,  T.  4  S.,  B.  4  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  OaUfomia,  on  tiie 
ground  that  said  tract  is  school  land. 

It  appears  from  your  statement  that  other  land  was  selected  b7  tbe 
State  of  Galifornia  in  lieu  of  said  SE.  ^  of  section  16,  (alleged  to  be 
within  the  limits  of  a  Mexican  grant)  in  1868  and  1869,  and  was  ap- 
proved to  the  State. 

You  also  say : 

But  it  also  appears  that  township  4  8.^  B.  4  W.,  8.  B,  M.,  was  surveyed  in  1SS7, 
and  that  the  title  to  section  16,  of  said  township  then  inured  to  the  State  ci  C»U- 
fomia,  and  remains  vested  in  said  State,  at  the  time  the  seleotions  above  neitfld 
were  made. 
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Ttds  statement  is  partially  correct,  but  not  wholly  so.  An  investiga- 
tion of  the  record  of  your  office  discloses  the  &ct  that  while  a  survey 
of  the  township  was  made  in  1857,  section  sixteen  of  said  township  was 
within  the  claimed  limits  of  a  private  Mexican  grant,  and  the  final  sur- 
vey of  the  township  which  segregated  the  land  adjudged  to  be  within 
the  limits  of  said  private  grant,  from  the  public  land,  was  not  made 
until  1883,  when  said  section  sixteen  was  found  to  be  public  land.  We 
thus  have  a  case  where  the  lieu  selection  was  made  and  approved  to  the 
State  before  the  final  survey  of  the  private  grant^  which  excluded  the 
base  of  such  lieu  selection,  was  made,  hence  said  selection  was  con- 
firmed by  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  1, 1877  (19  Stat.,  267), 
which  provides: 

That  where  indemnity  school  seleotions  have  been  made  and  certified  to  said  State^ 
and  said  selection  shaU  fail  by  reason  of  the  land  in  lieu  of  which  they  were  taken 

not  being  included  within  such  final  survey  of  a  Mexican  grant 

the  same  are  hereby  confirmed,  and  the  sixteenth  or  thirty-sixth  section  in  lien  of 
which  the  selection  was  made  shaU,  upon  being  excluded  from  such  final  surrey,  be 
disposed  of  as  other  pubUc  lands  of  the  United  States. 

It  follows  that  your  decision  holding  that  said  section  sixteen  was 
school  land  is  erroneous  and  the  same  is  reversed.  D.  G.  Powell  (6  L. 
D.,  302);  State  of  California  (9  L.  D.,  208). 
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State  op  California. 

Land  covered  by  an  apparently  permanent  body  of  water  at  the  date  of  the  swamp 

grant  is  not  of  the  character  contemplated  by  said  grant. 
The  approval  by  the  surveyor  general  of  a  segregation  survey  of  swamp  land  under 

section  2488  R.  S.,  is  of  no  legal  force  where  the  lands  covered  thereby  were  not 

in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  swamp  grant. 
The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  may  properly  require  the  submission 

of  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  land  at  the  date  of  the  swamp  grant  before 

approving  a  contract  for  the  survey  of  a  township  and  segregation  of  the  swamp 

lands  therein. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

17^  1892. 

Under  date  of  November  1, 1890,  your  predecessor,  Commissioner 
Groff,  submitted  for  my  consideration  the  question  involved  in  the 
claim  of  the  State  of  California,  under  the  swamp  grant,  to  certain  lauds 
in  the  vicinity  of  Tulare  Lake,  California. 

Application  was  made  to  him  to  have  the  lands  embraced  in  what  is 
known  as  the  Norway  survey  on  the  borders  of  said  lake,  certified  to 
the  State  as  swamp  lands. 

In  his  letter,  your  predecessor  said,  "  having  doubts  as  to  my  duty  in 
file  premises  I  most  respectfdlly  submit  the  matter  for  such  instruction 
as  you  may  deem  proper  and  necessary.'' 
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In  my  reply  dated  Kov ember  22, 1890,  it  was  said  that  the  case  in  iti 
present  stage  did  not  properly  call  for  a  decision  en  the  part  of  tins 
Department,  and  it  was  returned  for  such  action  as  yoa  BhonM  dean 
proper,  either  to  reject  the  claim  of  the  State  witii  ttie  right  of  a^^^ 
or  to  recogni^  the  yaliditjy  of  said  claim^  but  in  either  event,  to  giTe 
in  fall  your  reasons  for  your  action.  I  am  now  in  receipt  of  your  letter 
of  December  9, 1891,  in  which  you  say: 

For  these  reasons  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  comply  with  the  reqnest  of  the  SUte,  and 
to  certify  over  to  her  as  swamp  and  overflowed  the  land  embraced  in  the  Korvay 
survey  under  consideration. 

No  list  of  lands  is  submitted  for  my  approval  or  rejection,  as  was  oon- 
templated  by  my  letter  of  November  22, 1890,  in  case  you  acquiesced 
in  the  claim  of  the  State,  but  the  conclusion  reached  by  you  is  sufficient 
to  bring  the  question  before  me  for  consideration. 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  at  this  time  to  discuss  at  length  themerite 
of  the  Norway  survey.  It  is  evident  that  the  survey  was  not  nequested 
by  the  governor  of  the  State,  as  contemplated  by  the  statute,  also  that 
it  failed  in  the  important  matter  of  marking  corners,  to  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  your  ofGlce  in  force  at  the  time,  t  have  also  grave 
doubts  as  to  whether  the  meander  lines  represented  on  the  plats  were 
in  every  instance  actually  nln  on  the  grotind.  In  my  opinion,  howeveif, 
there  are  still  more  important  questions  involved  in  this  case. 

We  are  met  with  the  historical  and  geographical  £^t  that  Tulare 
Lake  was,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  swamp  land  gk*aht  t)f  1850,  a  body 
of  water  covering  a  large  tract  of  land.  The  first  township's  surveys 
of  lands  adjoining  the  lake  were  made  in  1853  and  1854,  or  four  years 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  swamp  grant,  a  miBahder  line  of  the 
lake  was  established,  and  the  lands  found  to  be  swamp  were  patented 
to  the  State  under  the  grant.  About  the  year  1873,  a  permanent  re- 
cession of  the  waters  commenced,  and  has  been  maintained  since  that 
time.  It  is  true  that  from  the  earliest  reported  times  to  the  present, 
the  waters  of  the  lake  have  been  subject  to  rise  and  fall,  but  the  per- 
manent recession  began  at  the  time  above  mentioned. 

In  1880  a  survey  of  lands  situate  between  the  meander  line  of  the 
lake,  established  by  the  surveys  of  1863,  and  4,  and  the  meatider  line 
established  by  the  said  survey  of  1880  was  made  by  Deputy  Surveyor 
Greighton,  and  the  land  amounting  to  114,000  acres  was  segregated  as 
swamp,  and  the  plats  were  approved  by  the  United  States  surveys 
general  for  the  State  of  California. 

Much  evidence  was  submitted  by  the  State  to  establish  the  facttiia^ 
the  land  in  question  was  actually  swamp  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  Sep- 
tember 28, 1850,  and  evidence  was  submitted  by  the  opposing  claimant^ 
the  Southern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  to  establish  the  fact  that  the 
land  was  not  of  that  character  at  the  date  of  the  grant.  After  a  AiU 
consideration,  your  office  and  this  Department  both  held  that  the  land 
in  question  was  swamp  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  and  the  land  was  ce^ 
tified  to  the  State.    The  oharaoter  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  graa^ 
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and  not  its  chtoikiter  at  iM  date  of  snrvey,  detennined  its  status. 
State  of  California  (1  L.  D.,  312  and  320). 

The  land  how  under  consideration  is  situate  between  the  meander  line 
of  the  lake  as  established  by  Greighton  in  1880  and  the  meander  line 
as  established  by  Korway  in  1884,  and  amounts  to  103,000  acres.  The 
first  and  most  important  question  to  be  determined  is  this,  was  the  land 
which  is  designated  on  the  plats  by  Korway  as  swamp,  of  that  charac- 
ter at  the  date  of  the  grant,  September  28, 1850,  or  was  it  at  that  time 
covered  with  water  apparently  of  a  permanent  character  and  therefore 
not  inclnded  within  the  terms  of  the  grant! 

Under  instructions  firom  you,  Special  Agent  Satterlee  made  an  exam- 
ination of  the  lands  embraced  in  the  survey.  Many  witnesses  were  ex- 
amined by  him  in  the  interest  of  those  who  are  claiming  title  under  the 
State  as  swamp  land.  After  a  carefhl  examination  he  reported  as  fol- 
lows: 

I  find  that  the  lands  supposed  to  be  covered  by  and  included  in  the  Norway  sur- 
Tey  of  1884,  on  the  borders  of  Tulare  Lake  were,  on  or  about  the  28th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1850,  and  for  a  long  time  thereafter)  habitually  oovered  with  water  and 
formed  a  part  of  the  bed  of  the  said  Tulare  Lake,  there  being  no  evidence  to  show 
that  they  were  known  to  man  as  land  from  the  date  of  the  earliest  exploration  by 
white  men  until  long  after  said  date. 

After  an  examination  of  the  evidence  submitted  before  him,  I  am  ot 
the  opinion  that  the  finding  of  the  special  agent  is  justified  by  the 
same. 

Fnder  date  of  November  28, 1879,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  approved  the  contract  with  beputy  Surveyor  Creighton 
for  a  survey  "for  the  segregation  of  swamp  and  overflowed  lands 
from  the  waters  of  Lake  Tulare,"  and  in  his  letter  approving  said  con- 
tract, he  further  said: 

you  win,  however,  instract  Deputy  Greighton  to  establish  permanent  township,  seo- 
tiou,  quarter-  section  and  meander  corners  as  prescribed  in  the  manual  of  surveying 
instructions,  at  each  and  every  Intersection  of  the  townsliip  and  section  lines  with 
the  lines  of  demarkation  between  the  Tule  land  and  the  waters  of  the  lake.  Unless 
this  requirement  is  striotly  complied  with,  the  surveys  wiU  not  be  accepted  by  this 
office. 

Li  his  field  notes,  D^uty  Greighton  says : 

from  the  best  information  I  could  get  I  find  that  in  Tulare  county  there  has 
usuaUy  been  a  series  of  years  (3  to  6)  of  considerable  rainfall,  during  which  period 
these  lands  are  overflowed  and  entirely  under  water.  This  has  usually  been  fol- 
lowed by  a  series  of  years  (3  to  6)  of  comparative  drought,  during  wliich  periods  the 
waters  recede  and  the  land  becomes  dry.  Immediately  preceding  this  date  (1880) 
there  have  been  three  years  of  unusual  drought  and  the  waters  of  the  lake  are  as 
low  as  they  have  ever  before  been. 

At  the  time  the  question  of  the  approval  of  the  Creighton  survey  was 
under  consideration,  evidence  was  submitted  as  to  the  character  of  the 
lands  embraced  therein.  Among  the  witnesses  for  the  State  Charles  D. 
Gibbs  testified 

that  in  1852  and  1854,  ho  surveyed  and  meandered  Tulare  Lake  in  townships  21,  22, 
23  and  24  S.,  ranges  23  and  24  east,  for  the  United  States  government;  that  said 
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meander  line  was  on  the  east  side  of  the  lake,  and  was  made  by  him  on  the  ed^  of 
the  water  as  it  then  stood;  that  the  water  seemed  to  be  at  its  highest,  and  from  hii 
meander  line  towards  the  lake  seemed  to  be  yery  shallow  for  a  long  distsnoe,  lad 
was  so  muddy  that  he*  had  to  go  in  one-half  mile  or  more  daily  for  drinking  ▼ito, 
and  the  water  for  that  distance  was  not  more  than  knee  deep. 

It  appears  that  in  1849  prior  to  the  date  of  the  swamp  grant  and  np 
to  1853  and  4^  the  water  in  the  lake  was  as  high  as  it  was  at  the  date 
of  the  Gibbs'  survey. 

The  meander  line  of  the  lake  established  by  Oibbs  in  1853  and  4  on 
the  south  and  east  shores  of  the  lake  where  the  great  mass  of  land  em- 
braced in  the  survey  now  under  consideration  is  situate,  is  located 
from  two  to  ten  miles  outside  of  the  meander  line  established  by  Gr^^h- 
ton  in  1880,  and  from  five  to  fifteen  miles  outside  the  meander  liiie 
established  by  Norway  in  1884  in  the  survey  now  before  me. 

In  his  instructions  to  Deputy  Surveyor  Norway  issued  December  3, 
1883,  the  surveyor  general  of  Oalifomia  said : 

An  of  the  ahove  named  townships  are  situated  on  the  borders  of  Tnlare  Lake  and 
were  surveyed  in  1880  by  Deputy  Surveyor  T.  Creighton  under  his  contract  of  Sep- 
tember 12, 1879,  as  far  as  the  shore  of  said  lake  as  it  existed  at  that  time.  Sinc« 
then,  however^  the  waters  of  the  lake  have  subsided,  and  exposed  considerable  lud 
(permanently  it  is  believed)  which  it  is  thought  necessary  to  subdivide. 

In  his  field  notes,  referring  to  T.  22  S.,  B.  22  E.,  Deputy  Surveyor 
Korway  says: 

That  portion  of  this  township  surveyed  by  me  is  the  level  bottom  of  Tulare  Lftln 
left  dry  by  the  water  having  receded  and  is  all  liable  to  again  overflow. 

From  aU  the  evidence  in  the  possession  of  the  Department,  I  think  it 
is  clearly  established  that  at  the  date  of  the  swamp  grant  in  1850,  the 
land  in  question  was  covered  with  water  apparently  of  a  permanent 
character,  and  was  in  no  sense  swamp  land  within  the  contemplatiou  of 
the  statute.  It  was  not  land  in  the  sense  of  the  word  land  a^  nniver- 
sally  used,  to  wit,  ^<  Earth  or  the  solid  matter  which  constitates  the 
fixed  part  of  the  surface  of  the  globe  in  distinction  from  the  waters 
which  constitute  the  fluid  or  movable  part,"  for  at  that  date  there  was 
a  body  of  water,  apparently  of  a  permanent  character  which  covered 
the  space  now  occupied  by  this  land,  and  under  the  ruling  of  this  De 
partment  the  same  did  not  pass  to  the  State  under  the  swamp  graut 
State  of  California  (1 L.  D.,  320). 

Counsel  for  the  State  contend  that  under  the  provisions  of  section  4 
of  the  act  of  July  23, 1866  (U  Stat,  218)  and  of  section  2488,  Kevised 
Statutes,  this  land  must  be  certified  to  the  State  for  the  reason  that  the 
United  States  surveyor  general  of  California  has  approved  plats  of  the 
survey  of  certain  townships  upon  which  the  land  in  question  is  repre- 
sented as  swamp. 

Section  2488,  Revised  Statutes,  which  embodies  section  4  of  the  act 
of  July  23, 1866  above  cited,  is  as  follows: 

It  BhaU  be  the  duty  of  the  Commiseioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  to  certify  otct 
to  the  state  of  CaUfomia  as  swamp  and  overflowed  landa,  all  the  lands  represented 
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thd28d  day  of  July,  1866  nadtf  tha  anthm^  of  the  United  Statas. 

Iq  ease  aacli  State  sarvtsys  ore  fbnnd  not  to  be  in  accordanoe  vftlt  tlie  ayvtem  of 
the  United  States  snnreys,  and  in  snoh  other  tomiBhipB  as  no  onrrej  has  been  made 
by  the  TTnited  States,  the  Commiflsioner  shaQ  direct  the  surveyor  General  to  make 
segregation  surreys,  upon  application  to  the  stirveyor  general,  by  t&e  governor  of 
said  State,  within  one  year  of  such  application,  of  all  swamp  and  overflowed  land 
hi  such  townships,  and  to  report  the  same  to  the  General  Land  Office,  representing 
and  describing  what  land  was  swamp  and  overflowed,  undSsr  the  grant,  according  to 
the  best  evidence  he  can  obtain. 

On  tiie  plats  in  qnestioH  ttke  lasd  is  represented  as  swamp  and  the 
following  endorsement  api)ear8  ^^  area  of  swamp  and  orerflowed  land 
unfit  for  cnltivation  surveyed  in  1884." 

There  is  no  intimation  that  said  lands  were  swamp  and  overflowed  at 
the  date  of  tbe  grant  in  1850.  On  the  contrary^  as  has  been  before 
stated,  it  is  a  noPtOTions  fbct  that  these  lands  were  not  in  existence  at 
the  date  of  said  grant.  It  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  while  the  duty  of 
determining  what  land  was  swamp  land  in  the  State  of  Oalifomia  is  left 
to  the  United  States  surveyor  general  for  that  State,  it  is  equally  clear 
that  he  must,  in  making  his  findings,  act  wfthin  the  provisions  of  the 
law  creating  him  such  a  tribunal,  in  other  words,  that  his  finding  can 
only  relate  to  lands  that  were  in  actual  existence  on  September  28, 
1850,  as  only  lands  were  granted  by  the  act. 

The  language  of  section  2!i88  is  clear  on  this  point.  It  provides  that 
in  townships  surveyed  subsequent  to  the  d«t3e  that  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes took  effbct,  the  surveyor  general  shall  make  segregation  surveys 
of  swamp  and  overflowed  land  in  said  townships,  representing  and  de- 
scribing what  land  was  swamp  and  overflowed  under  the  gnuit  accord- 
ing to  the  best  evidence  he  can  obtain. 

The  only  reasonable  construction  and  interpretation  that  can  be  put 
Qpon  tbese  words  is  tbat  he  should  rq[K)rt  what  land  was  swsmip  and 
overflowed  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  the  same  being  a  grant  in  prwsenti 
which  took  eflfect  in  Galif6mia  at  the  date  of  its  passage.  If  it  had  been 
the  intention  that  he  should  report  what  land  was  swamp  and  over- 
flowed at  the  date  of  his  survey,  the  statute  would  have  used  tiie  words 
w  swamp  and  overflowed.  This  is,  I  think,  clearly  shown  by  tie  re- 
<imrement  of  the  statute  that  he  shall  make  his  report  ^^  according  to 
the  best  evidence  he  can  obtain.'^  The  act  of  1866  was  passed  sixte^ 
years  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  swamp  grant,  and  the  Bevised 
Statates  went  into  eflbct  twenty-three  thereafter,  and  Congress  seems  to 
have  contemplated  that  more  or  less  difficulty  would  be  experienced  by 
the  proper  officer  in  obtaining  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the  lai/d 

y^sitbebre*    If  I  had  any  doubt  (Ma  this  point,  it  would  be  removed 

by  the  eleor  and  expUott  language  of  tiie  supreme  court  in  tiie  case  df 

"bright  V.  Ebseberry  (121  TJ.  S.,  488)  in  which  the  court  held  that  tfee 
14581_voi- 14 ^17 
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swamp  grant  to  Oalifomia  was  a  grant  in  prcBseiiH  taking  effect  ^  flie 

date  of  the  passage  of  the  act^  and  the  conrt  say : 

♦  .  ,  .  .  ^ 

.  The  question,  therefore,  ia  whether  upon  the  proof  then  presented  of  the  wogng^ 
iion  of  the  lands  in  controyersy  as  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  by  the  anlhoriiaa  of 
the  State  of  CaUfomiay  and  their  designation  as  snch  lands  or  a  plat  of  the  townsiiip 
made  by  the  surveyor  general  of  the  United  States,  and  approved  by  him,  and  iat- 
warded  to  the  General  Land  Office,  pursuant  to  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  1866^ 
And  approved  by  the  Commissioner,  as  shown  by  its  official  use,  the  plaintiiF  eia 
maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  lands,  they  never  having  been  certified 
over  to  the  State,  as  required  by  section  2488,  R.  S.,  or  patented  to  her  under  the  act 
of  1850.  According  to  the  decisions  we  have  cited,  the  holders  of  the  certificates  of 
purchase  had  a  good  title  to  the  lands,  if,  In  fiiot,  they  were  swamp  and  overflowed 
lands  on  the  28th  of  September,  1850.  .  •  ^  .  For  error  in  holding  that  the  es- 
tificate  of  the  Commissioners  was  necessary  to  pass  the  title  of  the  demanded  prem- 
ises  to  the  State,  the  case  must  go  back  for  a  new  trial  when  the  parties  will  be  jS 
liberty  to  show  whether  or  not  the  lands  in  controversy  were  in  £ftct  swamp  and  over- 
flowed on  the  day  that  the  swamp  land  act  of  1850  took  effect  If  they  are  proved 
to  have  been  such  lands  at  that  date,  they  were  not  afterwards  subject  to  pie-en^ 
tion  by  settlers.  They  were  not  afterwards  public  lands  at  the  dispoeal  of  the  United 
States. 

The  only  question  before  the  Department  to  be  determined  at  this 
time  is,  shocdd  the  lands  embraced  in  this  survey  be  certified  to  the 
State  of  Oalifomia  under  the  swamp  grant  by  reason  of  the  approval 
by  the  surveyor  general  of  plats  representing  the  land  to  be  ^^  swamp 
and  overflowed  land  unfit  for  cultivation  surveyed  in  1884  f  You  hdd 
that  such  action  should  be  taken,  and  cite  as  the  basis  of  your  ded- 
sionSy  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  State  of 
Oalifomia  (13  L.  D.,  129)  in  which  it  waiT  held  that  land  in  Galiibnii« 
represented  as  swamp  and  overflowed  upon  the  approved  township 
plats  inures  to  the  State  irrespective  of  the  actual  character  of  the 
land. 

Admitting  this  to  be  true  so  far  as  land  that  was  in  actual  ezisteiioe 
at  the  date  of  the  grant  is  involved,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  finding 
of  the  surveyor  general  is  bindiag  when  he  attempts  to  establish  the 
character  of  land  that  was  not  in  existence  at  that  date. 

Such  a  doctrine  carried  to  its  logical  conclusion,  would  force  the  head 
of  this  Department  to  certify  to  the  State  as  swamp  land,  that  whidi 
was  in  1850  and  is  now,  notoriously  a  portion  of  the  bed  of  the  Padfio 
Ocean,  provided  a  surveyor  general  could  be  tound  who  would  approve 
a  plat  representing  said  bed  of  the  ocean  to  be  swamp  and  overfloired 
land. 

Such  an  interpretation  of  the  statute  would  lead  to  an  absurd  oonae^ 
quence. 

In  the  United  States  i^.  Kirby  (7  Wallace,  482)  the  court  say: 

AU  laws  shonld  reoeire  a  sensible  construction.  General  temna  ahoiild  be  so  Ba- 
ited  in  their  application  as  not  to  lead  to  iijusticei  oppression,  or  an  abmrd  eooas- 
quenoe.  It  wiU  always,  therefore,  be  presumed  that  the  legialataie  Intended  exoif- 
tions  to  its  language  which  would  avoid  results  of  this  oharacter.  The  retsoa  of 
the  law  in  such  oases  should  prevail  over  its  letter. 


Hi. til 
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Applying  Hub  principle  to  the  oase  at  bar,  it  is  an  additional  reason' 
why  it  mnst  be  held  that  the  grant  made  in  1850  was  of  land  only,  aa. 
otherwise  the  statute  would  place  in  the  hands  of  a  subordinate  officer 
the  power  to  force  the  Department  to  do  a  foolish  and  an  absurd  thing,^ 
and  such  an  intention  can  not  be  imputed  to  Gongreseu  As  the  evi- 
dence now  before  this  Department  satisfactorily  shows  that  the  land 
embraced  in  the  Korway  surrey  was  not  in  existence  at  the  dato  of  the 
grant,  said  land  can  not  be  approved  under  the  present  application,  and 
said  survey  can  not  be  recognized  as  of  any  binding  force  by  the  De- 
partment.   The  application  of  the  State  must  therefore  be  rejected. 

I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that  under  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  cases  of  Hardin  v.  Jordan  (140  XT.  S.,  371)  and  MiteheU  v. 
Smale  (140  IT.  S.,  406)  important  questions  may  arise  as  to  the  right  of 
the  United  Stotes  to  survey,  and  as  to  what  disposition  shall  be  made 
of  the  lands  that  were  formerly  the  bed  of  Tulare  Lake,  but  these  ques- 
tions are  not  involved  in  the  case  now  before  me. 

It  does  not  appear  that  it  has  been  the  practice  of  your  office  to  require 
the  snrveyor  general  to  submit  the  evidence  upon  which  he  determines 
the  character  of  the  land  segregated.  While  section  2488  Bevised 
Statutes  constitutes  that  officer  the  tribunal  to  deterinine  what  lands 
were  swamp  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  it  does  not  remove  him  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  officers  of  this  Department.  You  have  the  right  to 
instruct  him  as  to  the  character  of  the  evidence  he  should  seek  to  ob- 
tain, and  the  manner  of  obtaining  the  same,  and  there  may  be  instances 
where  it  should  be  your  duly  to  require  evidence  as  to  the  character  of 
the  land  at  the  dato  of  the  grant  to  be  submitted  for  your  consideration 
before  you  approve  a  contract  for  the  survey  of  a  township  for  the  pur- 
pose of  segregating  the  swamp  land,  and  this  course  should  be  pursued 
in  all  cases  where  you  think  the  intereste  of  the  government  require 
that  such  action  be  token. 


Ban  OHO  BuBNA  YiSTA  (On  Bbview.) 

^3ie  soTTvy  of  a  pzivate  dlahii,  under  a  decree  of  oonflzmation  that  adopts  the  act  of 
Juridical  posBeuion,  must  he  govemed  hy  the  Tecord  of  Juridioal  measurement, 
•nd  not  hy  a  oo^Jeotaial  estimate  of  area  set  forth  in  said  decree. 

Seereta/ry  Kohls  to  the  Oammis^ioner  of  the  General  Land  OffloOj  March 

17yl892. 

I  have  considered  the  motion  for  review  of  the  decision  of  this  De- 
partment dated  July  24^  1891,  in  the  matter  of  the  survey  of  Bancho 
Bnena  Yista,  located  in  San  Diego  county,  Galifomia,  (13  L.  D.,  84.) 

A  fiillhisfany  of  thiscase  may  be  found  in  Vols.  I^  Ily  V  and  VI,  Land 
I^edsums,  and  as  the  facts  connected  therewith  are  very  voluminous^ 
"^7  those  essential  to  a  proper  understanding  of  the  conclusion  reached 
^^eremwffl  be  stated. 

^e  land  in  question  was  granted  by  the  Mexican  authorities  to  the 
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^ Indiaii  Felipe^  Jaly  8,  IMff^  and  was  eenflnaMd  \ry  tl^  Imd  comims- 
8H»i«r8,  Msfjr  i^  1SII4,  to  Jems  Ma«bado,  atsigiieey  approved  bj  Ae 
United  Slates  district  court  Pebntafry  1, 1856,  bat  bo  fMnDial  deerea  was 
ffled  until  April »,  1899. 

Several  surreya  cf  thte  Mneho  appear  to  bafve  been  made-  ftont  thao 
to  thne^  but  all  of  tbem  harrebeen  rcgeeted  aa  mnuatiBttufstofpy. 

The  last  anrvey  was  made  hj  Deputy  Surveyor  Wllley  and  under 
date  of  June  U^  1890^  jou  rqfeeted  said  surv^,  wbereiqMm  the  rancho 
etaimanta  appealed  luid  July  24^  1891,  this  Department  aflbmed  your 
decision. 

The  questi<m  is  now  before  this  Deportmenton  review  of  said  depart- 
mental decision. 

The  principal  objections  allied  against  tiie  above  decision  of  the 
Department  are  that  it  is  based  upon  a  mistake  of  fact  holding  that  the 
grant  was  for  only  one  quarter  and  not  for  one-half  of  a  square  league 
in  extent;  that  it  is  based  upon  an  error  of  law  in  holding  that  natural 
and  fixed  land  marks  named  as  comers  of  said  grant  in  the  decree  of ' 
confirmation,  do  not  control  the  courses  and  distances  named  and  that 
the  new  survey  ordered  to  be  made  by  the  Department  is  not  in  con* 
fbrmity  with  the  terms  of  the  grant,  the  land  marks  named  as  comers,, 
tiie  juridical  possession  given,  the  evidence  before  the  land  commission- 
ers, nor  the  decree  or  confirmation,  and  that  such  survey  win  exchide 
the  house  and  a  portion  at  ijbe  improvements  of  tiw  oonfirmee  where  he 
resided  at  date  of  confirmation. 

In  view  of  the  ftct  that  this  claim  has  been  befdre  your  office  and  this 
Department  so  often,  and  has  been  fully  examined  several  times,  I  deem 
it  unnecessary  to  go  over  the  whole  record  in  detail  and  consMermatters 
that  have  been  ahready  decided. 

The  survey  of  said  rancho  made  by  Deputy  Sttrvqpor  Wheeler  was 
rejected  by  the  Department  April  5, 1887,  and  a  new  amaevey  ordered 
with  full  instructions  how  such  subsequent  survey  should  be  made. 

The  Burveyar-^neral  aathorifled  Dc^ty  Surveyor  WiU^  to  make  the 
survey  in  accordance  with  the  boundaries  set  forth  in  the  decisian  of 
this  Department  rejecting  the  Wheeler  survey,  but  it  appears  that 
Deputy  WfEtey  assumed  tito  authority  to  place  his  own  interpretation 
upon  the  decree  establishing  the  grant,  instead  of  following  his  iustruc-- 
tions,  and  as  a  result  his  survey  was  found  to  very  nearly  approximate 
that  made  by  Wheeler  rejected  by  this  Department  in  1887. 

The  rancho  claimants  allege  that  the  grant  was  for  one-half  of  a. 
square  league,  whereas  the  finding  of  tiie  Department  is  only  one-quar- 
ter of  a  square  league. 

For  a  better  understanding  of  this  question,  let  us  examine  the  lan*> 
guage  of  the  grant  in  conneetioa  with  that  of  the  juridioal  possesaioni 
and  the  decree  of  affirmation.    The  language  of  the  grant  is : — 

The  land  hereby  granted  is  one-half  league  Bqnare  in  extent  and  Is  the  same  whiob 
he  aotnally  occupies.  The  Judge  who  givep  him  possession  shidl  oouse  il  to  bemeas* 
wed  agteeably  to  ardinanoe. 


I>BCI8ION8  SJSLATIKQ  TO  THS  PUBLIC  XiANDS.  261 

It  appears  that  on  July  27, 184S^  th«  Liidiaii  Felipe  appeared  before 
•Jos^  R.  Argnello,  aloalde  of  San  Diego  and  by  yiitne  of  his  grant 
prayed  thtft  he  might  be  i^aced  in  jaridical  possesion  of  the  traet 
Baena  Yista.  In  eompliance  therewith  said  Arguello  proceeded  to 
the  land  in  question  and  there  in  presence  of  witnesses  eansed  the  fol- 
lowing lines  and  liuid  marks  to  be  estaUished,  commencing 

At  one  of  &6  boundaties  of  the  garden  of  the  Indian  Felipe,  the  line  was  drawn  east 
and  theore  wefe  measoxed  and  counted  2500  Taras,  which  terminated  at  the  bonndaiy 
of  Don  iMKnteo  Soto,  where  the  patty  interested  was  ordered  to  place  his  landmark. 
From  this  place  the  line  was  drawn  in  a  south  course,  there  were  measured  and 
counted  2500  Taras,  which  ended  at  a  small  peak  where  stand  two  rocks  joined  to- 
gether. Here  the  party  interested  was  ordered  to  place  his  land  mark.  From  this 
point  the  line  was  drawn,  course  west,  and  there  were  measured  and  counted  2500 
varas,  which  ended  at  a  small  red  hill,  where  the  party  interested  was  ordered  to 
place  his  land  mark.  From  this  point  tkit  line  was  drawn  course  nortb ;  there  were 
measured  and  counted  2500  yaras,  which  ended  upon  a  hill,  wei«  stands  a  laxge  rook 
And  the  party  in  interest  was  ordered  to  place  his  land  mark. 

Here  the  ^oceedings  ended  and  the  Indian  Felipe  was  informed  that 
he  was  in  secure  and  peacefal  possession  of  the  grant. 

The  decree  of  confirmation  after  setting  out  that  on  hearing  the  prooft 
and  allegations  in  the  Buena  Yista  grant,  the  board  of  land  commis- 
sioners adjudged  the  claim  as  valid  and  decreed  that  the  same  be  con- 
firmed, described  t^e  tract  so  confirmed  as  follows: 

ComiaenciB^  at  the  morthwest  oomsr  of  the  garden  of  the  Indian  Felipe,  and  run- 
ning east  2500  varas  to  the  boundary  line  of  Lorenso  Soto,  thence  running  south  2500 
Taras  to  a  smaU  peak  where  stand  two  rocks  joined  together;  thence  running  west 
2500  varas  to  a  small  red  hill;  thence  lunnlng  north  2500  varas  to  the  place  of  be- 
ginning on  a  hin  where  there  is  a  rock,  containing  in  aU  one-half  of  a  square  league 
reference  for  ftrrtfaer  description  to  be  had  to  the  original  grant  and  to  the  transla- 
tions of  the  records  of  juridical  possession. 

The  United  States  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  district  court  of 
Oalifomia^  and  on  April  15, 1879,  said  court  entered  a  decree,  a  part  of 
which  is  as  follows: 

And  it  is  farther  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  claim  by  the  appellee  is 
a  good  and  valid  claim  and  that  the  said  claim  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  confirmed 
to  the  extent  of  one-half  of  a  square  league,  a  little  more  or  less,  being  the  same  land 
situated  in  the  county  of  San  Diego,  known  by  the  name  of  Buena  Vista. 

Here  followed  a  verbatim  description  of  the  lines  and  comers  as 
;given  above  in  the  decree  of  confirmation  by  the  board  of  land  com- 
missioners. Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  the  original  grant  and  the  record 
of  juridical  possession  are  made  a  part  not  only  of  the  confirmation  by 
the  board  of  land  commissioners^  but  they  are  also  made  a  part  of  the 
decree  of  the  court,  and  hence  must  be  considered  together  to  arrive  ait 
a  just  conclusion. 

It  wiU  be  observed  that  the  original  grant  specified  therein  the 
amount  of  land  granted  as  one-half  of  a  league  square  in  extent,  and 
as  a  leagae  square  is  5000  varas  on  each  side,  it  follows  that  a  half 
league  sqnare  must  necessarily  be  one-half  of  the  distance  on  each 
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side  or  2500  varas.  This  agrees  in  every  respect  with  the  measiire- 
ments  laid  off  in  the  jnridical  x)OSsession,  and  also  with  the  description 
given  in  the  confirmation  and  decree  of  the  conrt,  hence  there  can  be 
no  question  as  to  the  distance  of  the  exterior  bonnaary  lines  of  said 
grant  although  the  rancho  claimants  hold  and  claim  that  the  grant  is 
for  one-half  of  a  square  league,  which  is  equivalent  to  a  tract  5000 
varas  long  by  2500  varas  wide^  just  twice  the  area  of  the  tract  con- 
firmed; furthermore,  that  the  comers  or  land  marks  ordered  to  be 
placed  by  the  officer  giving  the  juridical  i)osse88ion  should  control  the 
boundaries  of  the  tract. 

The  Willey  survey  now  under  consideration  embraces  about  366  acres 
less  than  a  square  league  and  nearly  3000  acres  more  than  were  con- 
firmed to  the  rancho  claimants. 

It  will  be  observed  that  each  of  the  four  lines  bounding  said  rancho 
established  by  the  Willey  survey  were  about  6000  varas  in  length,  or 
twice  the  distance  given  in  the  juridical  possession  or  decree  of 
the  court,  and  hence  contains  an  area  four  times  greater.  This  exag- 
geration of  area  is  sought  to  be  justified  under  the  pretense  of  obeying 
the  calls  and  land  marks  established  by  the  alcalde  when  the  juridical 
possession  was  given. 

The  confirmation  of  the  grant  by  the  land  commissioners  and  the  de- 
cree of  the  court,  both  established,  beyond  any  doubt  the  initial  point 
where  the  resurvey  of  such  grant  should  commence  and  end,  as  '^  the 
northwest  corner  of  the  garden  of  the  Indian  Felix)e;''  but  it  api>ears 
that  Deputy  Willey  entirely  disregarded  this  light  as  also  the  instruc- 
tions of  this  Department  and  established  his  initial  comer  about  one 
mile  farther  to  the  westward,  which  point  Wheeler  had  previously* 
adopted  as  his  northwest  comer. 

In  this  there  was  manifest  error.  There  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  lan- 
guage of  i)ie  decree  of  affirmation  as  to  the  point  of  beginning  and  end- 
ing, that  would  justify  any  such  action  or  conclusion. 

It  is  a  singular  fact  in  this  case  that  nearly  all  the  previous  surveys 
established  the  four  corners  of  this  grant  at  different  places,  showing 
conclusively  that  as  each  surveyor  claimed  to  have  found  comers  an- 
swering to  those  described  in  the  juridical  x)ossession  that  there  is 
nothing  peculiar  or  unusual  about  such  described  points  that  would 
particularly  distinguish  them  from  others  in  the  neighborhood ;  further- 
more, in  the  examination  of  the  map  of  a  private  survey  made  by  Dex- 
ter at  the  instance  of  some  settlers  in  that  vicinity,  I  find  that  points 
answering  in  full  the  description  of  those  in  the  juridical  measurement 
were  found  at  each  comer  of  his  survey  approximating  2500  varas  from 
each  other  and  embracing  about  one-quarter  of  a  league  the  amount 
confirmed. 

The  original  grant  was  for  one-half  a  league  in  length  and  one-half 
in  breadth,  and  the  same  distances  were  given  in  the  juridical  posses- 
sion as  2500  varas,  describing  three  calls  or  comers.    The  decree  gives 
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the  same  distances  and  calls^  but  doubles  the  quantity  by  using  the 
langoage  ^^  one-half  of  a  square  league."  This  is  evidently  an  error  in 
the  decree.  Even  should  it  be  admitted  that  the  language  is  sufficient 
to  create  a  doubt  as  to  whether  one-quarter  or  one-haJf  of  a  league  was 
confirmed,  it  certainly  does  not  justify  a  survey  increasing  the  amount 
to  nearly  a  square  league  or  four  times  the  quantity  embraced  in  the 
juridical  measurement. 

It  is  quite  evident  by  refiurring  to  the  petition,  grant  and  juridical 
sarvey,  that  these  concluding  words  of  the  decree,  <<  a  half  of  a  square 
league"  were  not  used  by  the  court  to  restrict  or  enlarge  the  quantity 
of  the  grant)  but  simply  to  indicate  a  conjectural  estimate  of  area  and 
was  very  probably  confounded  in  some  manner  with  the  description 
^  half  a  league  square"  given  in  the  grant 

In  the  case  of  Oheneworth  et  al.  v.  HaskeU  et  al.  (3  Pet,  92),  the  su- 
preme  court  of  the  United  States  lays  down  the  rule  that 

If  ft  grant  be  made  which  desoribeB  the  land  granted  by  courses  and  distance  only^ 
or  by  natoral  objects  not  distingoishable  from  others  of  the  same  kind,  oonise  and 
distance,  though  not  safe  guides,  are  the  only  guides  given  us  and  must  be  used. 

The  case  under  consideration,  however,  rests  upon  a  much  stronger 
basis.  The  initial  or  starting  point  of  the  survey  is  well  established 
and  clearly  designated,  the  distance  of  each  side  stated  as  2500  varas, 
equal  to  about  6875  feet,  and  the  general  course  of  the  lines  given. 
This  taken  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  the  original  grant  pre- 
scribes a  tract  one-half  of  a  league  square  and  that  calls  answering  the 
description  of  the  land  marks  given  in  the  juridical  measurements  can 
be  found  at  each  comer  of  the  Dexter  survey,  approximating  a  half 
league  square,  I  am  satisfied  that  not  only  did  WiUey  disregard  his 
speciftc  instructions  but  that  he  had  no  just  grounds  derived  from  the 
record  of  this  grant  to  establish  the  survey  returned  by  him  of  the 
Buena  Yista  Eancho. 

The  point  of  beginning  in  the  new  survey  ordered  is  definitely  estab* 
Ushed  at  the  northwest  comer  of  the  old  garden  of  the  Indian  Felipe 
and  the  survey  starting  from  this  point  must  follow  as  near  as  may  be 
the  course  of  the  juridical  measurement  and  embrace  a  quantity  only 
approximating  one-quarter  ol  a  square  league. 

After  a  carefal  review  and  reconsideration  of  this  case  in  the  light  of 
the  arguments  filed  and  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  motion  to  re- 
voke the  decision  heretofore  rendered  and  allow  a  rehearing,  I  find  no 
Bufiident  reason  for  such  action.  Said  motion  is  therefore  denied  and 
the  decision  mentioned  is  adhered  to. 
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BAHiBOAD  6RANT-^AI>JirSTMi:irr  OF  liATBBAIi  UMITS. 

SOUZHXBK  Faoifxc  B.  B.  Oo. 

The  lateral  limits  of  this  grant  should  be  adjnfited  on  the  line  of  location,  bnt  where 
the  oonstmoted  road  has  been  adopted  as  the  basis  of  such  adjustment,  the  Umits 
thus  established  will  not  be  ehanged. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Cammisdoner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office^  itasrck 

17y  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yaur  letter  of  Jaunary  23, 1892,  containii^  a  state- 
ment of  &ct&  relative  to  the  acynBtment  of  the  limits  of  the  grant  for 
the  Sonthem  Pacific  Bailroad  opposite  the  constmcted  portions  of  the 
road,  from  which  it  api)ear6  that,  as  now  established,  they  have  been 
adjusted  to  the  Une  of  constructed  road. 

In  your  letter  it  is  stated: 

An  eoBunination  of  said  diagram  shows  that  in  the  last  section  of  load  ^oenstEacted,, 
that  from  Huron  to  Aloalde,  the  line  of  eonstrscted  road  departs  oomsiderably  j&om 
the  line  of  location.  Notwithstanding  this,  in  accordance  with  the  practice  that  has 
been  followed  in  construing  this  grant,  the  lateral  limits  and  section  terminal  a?t  Al- 
calde were  drawn  in  accordance  with  such  constructed  line ;  aiiid  lanAs  faUing  octnda 
of  the  limits  thus  determined,  which  had  been  withdrawn  in  aooovAanee  wUh  the 
Vne  of  general  loute^  were  restored  to  the  public  domain. 

I  find  on  biT^stigfttion  that  this  actiooL  was  taken  by  yon  Apial  S, 
ISdO,  neaoiy  two  years  ago. 

The  lines  of  ihe  adjastmeirt  of  the  giant  being  thus  eatabfishod,  fib 
is  to  be  presumed  that  setmements  haT«  been  maato  on  the  lands  thus 
restored  to  entry,  and  to  change  the  limits  thus  fixed  mighft  to  a  greataat 
or  less  ea^tent  jec^nurdize  the  interests  of  such  settlers. 

ThvB  ^oestion  becomes  important  in  detenmning  what  lands  are  to  be 
restored  to  entry  under  the  act  of  Congress  approve  September  29^ 
1890  (26  Stat,  496),  which  forfeits  idl  lands  <<opposite  to  and  cotermi- 
nous with  the  portions  of  any  sadh  railroad  not  now  completed,  and  in 
operation.'^ 

This  road  was  on  S^t^nber  29, 1990,  unconstmoted  northweetword 
from  Alcalde  to  Tres  Pinos;  hence,  between  said  pomts,  the  foxfeitiire 
applies. 

In  your  letter  of  Korember  20, 1890,  you  expressed  liie  4^nioii  that, 
after  t^e  act  of  June  28, 18TO  (16  Stat.,  882),  ratifying  the  location  made 
by  this  company,  as  shown  upon  the  map  filed  June  3, 1867,  it  was  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  company  to  change  the  same,  and  that  to  ve-ad- 
just  the  limits  (referring  to  the  lateral  limits)  to  the  constructed  line 
was  error,  which  opinion  was  concurred  in  by  me,  December  31, 1891. 
(Press  Copy,  231,  p.  426) 

Notwithstanding  this  opinion,  I  agree  with  you  in  the  view  that  to 
change  this  line  of  adjustment,  where  already  made,  would  be  produc- 
tive of  harm  to  settlers  and  of  no  particular  benefit  to  the  government^ 
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as  it  wonld  reaalt  in  practically  an  exchange  of  lands,  and  thereby  un- 
settle rightB  and  titles  hei^etoifore  acquired,  founded  upon  an  adjudica- 
turn  by  your  office. 

The  adjustment  of  the  limi^  heretofore  made  opposite  constructed 
road  will  therefore  be  adhered  to,  but  this  action  must  not  be  construed 
as  recognizing  the  correctness  of  the  practice  which  heretofore  pre- 
vailed in  your  office  in  the  matter  of  the  adjustment  of  the  lateral  lim- 
its of  tills  grant. 

Having  determined  the  question  as  to  the  lateral  limits,  by  accept- 
ing the  a<^justment  to  the  constructed  line,  as  made,  a  consideration  of 
any  question  of  a  change  in  terminal  from  that  heretofore  established 
is  unnecessary.  See  11  L.  D.,  627,  as  to  terminal  of  S'orthem  Pacific 
B.  B.  at  Wallula,  Washington. 

Beoognizing  the  limits  heretofore  established  opx>osite  constructed 
road,  you  will  proceed  to  restore  the  land  without  such  limits,  and  be- 
tween Alcalde  and  Tres  Pinos,  to  entry  under  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890  {supra). 


BIGHT  OF  WAT— INDIAN   RESERVATIONS. 

Florida  Mesa  Ditch  Go. 

Section  18,  act  of  Msroli  3, 1891,  does  not  grant  a  right  of  way  for  oandls  and  ditches 
tfazongh  Indian  Teservatioa^. 

Acting  Secretary  OhamMer  to  the  Oommiarioner  ef  Indian,  A;ffakr%^  March 

8y  1892. 

I  acknp\rledge  the  receipt  of  your  commaiiicatiQii  of  November  11  th, 
1891,  in  tSie  matter  of  the  application  of  the  Florida  Mesa  Bitch  Com- 
pany to  extend  its  lines  npon  the  Sonthern  17 te  Indian  reservation,  Ool- 
orado,  in  which  yon  ask  the  decision  of  the  Department  as  to  whether 
the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  entitled  ^'  an  act  to  repeal  timber  cnlture  laws 
and  for  other  pnrposes,"  (26  Stat.,  1(^95)  inclndes  Indian  reservations. 

In  response  thereto,  I  transmit  herewith  an  opinion  of  the  Honorable 
Assdstant  Attorney-General  for  this  Department,  in  which  I  concnr. 

Ck>py  of  this  opinion  has  this  day  been  forwarded  to  the  Commissioner 
of  the  General  Land  Office,  for  his  information  and  guidance. 


Opiniow. 

Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Shields  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior^ 

February  27^  1892. 

I  have  iSetb  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  by  reflsrence  of  the  letter 
<rf  the  Oonmiisnoner  of  Indian  Affairs  of  Kovember  11, 1891  submitting 
fer  tiie  decision  ^  tiie  Departmait  the  question  as  to  whetiier  the  act 
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of  Maroli  3, 1891  (26  Stat.^  1096),  in  so  &r  iu  it  relates  to  the  right  of 
.way  for  ditches  and  canals^  includes  Indian  reseryations,  and  if  so, 
whether  there  is  any  stipulation  in  the  treaties  and  agreements  with 
the  Ute  Indians  which  would  preyent  the  extension  of  canals  into  their 
reservation,  together  with  your  request  for  an  opinion  upon  the  ques- 
tion thus  presented.  Section  18  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat., 
1095)  reads  as  follows: 

That  the  right  of  way  throngh  the  public  lands  and  reserTaUons  of  the  United 
States  is  heieby  granted  to  any  oanal  or  ditch  company  foimed  for  the  pnrpose  of 
irrigation  and  dnly  organised  under  the  laws  of  any  State  or  Territory^  which  shall 
hare  filed,  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation^ 
and  due  proofis  of  its  organization  under  the  same,  to  the  estent  of  the  ground  occu- 
pied by  the  water  of  the  reseryoir  and  of  the  canid  and  its  laterals,  and  fifty  feet  on 
each  side  of  the  marginal  limits  thereof;  also  the  right  to  take,  from  the  public  lands 
A^Jc^oGiit  to  the  line  of  the  canal  or  ditch,  material,  earth,  and  stone  necessary  for  the 
oonstruction  of  such  canal  or  ditch:  Provided,  That  no  such  right  of  way  shall  be  so 
ocated  as  to  interfere  with  the  propergocoupation  by  the  government  of  any  such 
reservation,  and  all  maps  of  location  shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  government  having  Jurisdiction  of  such  reservation,  and  the  privilege 
herein  granted  shall  not  be  construed  to  interfere  with  the  control  of  water  for  irri- 
gation and  other  purposes  under  authority  of  the  respectiye  States  or  Territories. 

In  the  act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.^  482)  granting  to  railroads  the 
right  of  way  throngh  the  public  lands  it  was  specifically  stated  in  sec- 
tion flye  that  said  act  should  not  apply  ^^  to  any  lands  within  the  limits 
of  any  military^  park^  or  Indian  reservation  or  other  lands  specially 
reserved  firom  sale,  unless  such  right  of  way  shall  be  provided  for  by 
treaty  stipulation  or  by  act  of  Congress  heretofore  passed."  The  ques- 
tion of  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  authorize  an  entry  upon  lands 
reserved  for  the  use  of  the  Indians  could  not  arise  under  that  act.  The 
right  of  the  United  States  to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain 
within  Indian  reservations  and  over  lands  set  apart  for  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  Indians  has  been  recognized  by  the  supreme  court.  Ohero- 
kee  ]^ation  v.  Kansas  Bailway  Oo.    (135  IT.  S.,  641). 

The  act  of  March  3;  1891  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  right  of  way  for 
canals  and  ditches  does  not  purport  to  be  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain,  and  hence  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the 
oonstruction  of  such  canals  and  ditches  is  an  undertaking  in  aid  of 
which  that  power  might  be  properly  exercised. 

As  to  all  that  country  known  as  ^<  Indian  country"  the  Indians  had  a 
right  of  occupancy.  It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  government  to  relieve 
from  this  claim  or  right  of  occupancy  that  country  as  rapidly  as  possi- 
ble and  in  pursuance  of  that  policy  titie  Indians  have  been  persuaded  to 
relmquish  such  right  in  consideration  of  which,  among  other  things, 
they  have  been  guaranteed  the  quiet  and  undisturbed  possession  and 
use  of  certain  specified  and  well  defined  smaller  bodies  of  land.  In  al- 
mosty  if  not  every  instance  in  which  such  an  agreement  has  been  en 
tered  into,  it  has  been  stipulated  that  no  one  not  in  the  employ  of  the 
govemmeiit  should  be  aUowed  to  go  upon  such  reservation  without  the 
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oonsent  of  the  Indians.  The  provisions  found  in  fhe  treaties  and  agree- 
ments affecting  the  reservation  in  regard  to  which  the  question  is  at 
this  time  raised,  afford  illustrations  of  this  rule.  By  article  two  of  the 
treaty  of  March  2, 1868  (15  Stat,  619)  with  certain  bands,  of  the  TJte 
Indians,  lands  were  set  apart  for  spedflc  purposes  and  under  certain 
agreements  as  follows : 

For  the  absolute  and  imdi8tiirl)ed  nse  and  occnpation  of  the  Indians  herein  named, 
and  for  snch  other  Mendly  tribes  and  indiyidnal  Indians  as  from  time  to  time  they 
may  be  willing,  irith  the  oonsent  of  the  United  States,  to  admit  among  them;  and 
the  United  States  now  solemnly  agree  that  no  persons,  except  those  herein  author- 
ized BO  to  do,  and  except  such  officers,  agents,  and  employes  of  the  goyemment  aa 
may  be  authorized  to  enter  upon  Indian  reservations  in  discharge  of  duties  en* 
Joined  by  law  shaU  ever  be  permitted  to  pass  oyer,  settle  upon,  or  reside  in  the  ter* 
xitory  described  in  this  artide  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided. 

This  treaty  also  provided  for  the  selection  by  and  certification  to  any 
Indian  desiring  to  commence  farming  of  a  specific  tract  of  land  and 
that  no  treaty  for  the  cession  of  any  portion  of  said  land  should  be 
understood  or  construed  so  as  to  depriye,  without  his  consent  any  in- 
dividual membjsr  of  the  tribe  of  his  right  to  any  tract  selected  by  him. 
Article  fourteen  of  said  treaty  reads  as  follows: 

The  said  confederated  bands  agree  that  whenever,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  the  public  interests  may  require  it,  that  aU  roads,  high- 
ways, and  railroads  authorized  by  law,  shaU  hare  the  right  of  way  through  the 
reservation  herein  designated. 

By  act  of  April  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  36)  an  agreement  with  these  Indi- 
ans was  confirmed  whereby  they  relinquished  a  part  of  the  lands  in- 
cluded within  the  reservation  established  by  the  treaty  of  18d8,  article 
five  of  which  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

AU  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-eight  not  altered 
by  this  agreement  shall  continue  in  force;  and  the  foUowing  words,  from  article  two 
of  said  trealy,  viz.,  'The  United  States  now  solemnly  agrees  that  no  persons  except 
those  herein  authorized  to  do  so,  and  except  such  officers,  agents,  and  employees  of 
the  government  as  may  be  authorized  to  enter  upon  Indian  reservations  in  discharge 
of  duties  enjoined  by  law,  shall  ever  be  permitted  to  pass  over,  settle  upon,  or  reside 
in  the  territory  described  in  this  article,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided/  are 
hereby  expressly  re-affirmed,  except  so  &r  as  they  applied  to  the  country  herein  re- 
linquished. 

The  agreement  with  these  Indians,  ratified  and  confirmed  by  act  of 
Congress  of  June  15,  1880  (21  Stat,  199)  provided  for  the  relinquish- 
ment of  the  former  reservation,  the  establishment  of  new  reservations, 
and  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1868  and  the  agreement  of 
1874  not  altered  by  the  latter  agreement  should  continue  in  force. 

It  is  clear  that  to  hold  that  Congress  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891 
iupra  authorized  the  entry  upon  such  reservations  of  one  who  should 
desire  to  locate  and  construct  a  ditch  or  canal  through  or  upon  land 
embraced  therein  would  be  to  say  that  Congress  had  by  said  act  an- 
nulled  the  provisions  of  treaties  and  agreements  similar  to  those  quoted 
hereinbefore.    This  construction  should  not  be  given  the  said  law  un* 
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lew  tbe  intention  of  Oongress  to  annul  in  that  iiftrttenlar  Hie  agree- 
ments  entored  into  iriifh  the  Indians  be  deairly  eacpreaBed  in  flust  80 
clearly  and  unmistakably  set  forth  that  no  other  ^onohision  eonld  be 
readied  ^thont  doing  yiolenee  to  the  langoaige  used.  In  my  opinion, 
the  langaage  nsed  in  said  act  of  March  3, 1891  does  not  thns  cleaarly 
aoid  positiyely  express  such  an  intention.  The  phrase  ^^pnblic  lands  ^ 
in  said  section  eighteen  is  evidently  used  in  oontradistinction  to  lands 
in  reservation  and  hence  that  term  wonld  not  include  lands  within  an 
Indian  reservation.  The  term  ^<  reservations  "  used  in  the  body  of  said 
section  is  defined  and  limited  by  the  language  used  in  the  proviso,  as 
follows :  ^^  Provided  that  no  such  right  of  way  shall  be  so  located  as  to 
interfere  with  the  i»x)per  occupation  by  the  government  of  any  such 
reservation."  This  would  indicate  liiat  the  reservations  had  in  view 
were  those  actually  and  directly  used  by  the  government.  Indian  reser- 
vations are  not  so  used,  but  axe  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Indians  with 
the  ultimate  object  of  providing  them  permanent  homes  and  of  vesting 
in  them  full  and  complete  title  to  so  much,  at  least,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  that  purpose. 

The  act  in  question  has  full  scope  for  its  (^ration,  both  as  to  public 
lands  and  reservations  outside  these  Indian  reservations,  andean  thns 
be  given  effect  withput  affecting  the  agreements  with  the  Indians. 

For  the  reasons  herein  set  forth,  I  am  of  the  opimkm  that  it  was  not 
intended  by  said  act  of  March  3, 1891  to  grant  the  right  of  way  for  oanals 
and  ditches  through  Indian  reservations. 


HOMESTEAD-ADJOINING  FARM— ALABAMA  I^ANDS. 

WiLLiAtf  J.  Earnest. 

« 

Sesidaioe  upon  tb/t  onigiiial  fttm  dots  not  extend  to  land  claimed  under  an  a^JofniBg 

fiirm  entry  nntil  vouch  entry  bae  been  made. 
The  cnltiyation  of  a  trmet|  without  residence  thereon,  is  not  the  compliance  wtOi  the 

homestead  law  oonteiiq^lated  by  the  act  of  Mar<A  3, 1888. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  OommissUmer  of  the  Qmerei 

iMnA  OffMy  JforoA  17^  1892. 

William  J.  Earnest  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  March  10, 
1891,  afltoning  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  r^eettng  his 
appUcation  to  enter  the  SW.  J  of  the  ITW.  J  and  the  E.  J  of  the  SW.  J 
of  Sec.  3y  T.  16  S.,  B.  8  W.,  Montgomery,  Alabama,  for  the  use  of  an  ad- 
joining  farm,  described  as  the  SE.  \  of  the  KW.  ^  of  same  sectioiL 

The  affidavit  accompanying  his  application  states  tha>t — 

The  land  embraced  in  said  application  No.  —  is  intended  Has  an  a^Joiniag  flsen  boBB* 
stead,  upon  which  I  have  a  bona  fide  improyement,  counisting  of  five  or  six  aenas 
cleared  and  in  cultiTation;  the  same  I  hare  possessed  and  oultiyated  erer  since  and 
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prior  to  Harcli  3, 1883;  thi^t  I  now  own  and  have  90  ownedand.  resided  erer  since  and 
prior  to  March  3, 1883;  an  original  fleunn  containing  ibrty  atcres  and  no  more }  the  same 
comprlBee  the  SB.  ^  of  the  NW.  i  olSea  Sl-CMid  ^oivnahip),  and  ia  oontigaoos  to  the 
tract  thia  day  applied  for. 

Hie  regMier  aad  xeodTei  rtjectei  nid  appBeation,  beeaiuse  ^  it  ia 
coal  YsaxAy  Bn&  not  subject  to  entry,  unless  lie  had  been  an  actual  resi- 
dent on  tJie  tract  for  the  i>eriod  mentfoned,"  Yon  affirm  that  judg- 
fmiBiy  tor  nMwatitlly'  the  saaae  leaaoB. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  deci&iaa  appealed  fram  is  contrary  to  section 
2289  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  also  to  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  May 
14, 188^  (21  Btat.,  148),  irhidi  is  as  fbilows: 

Any  settLer  who  has  settled,  or  who  shall  hereafter  settle  on  any  of  the  pnblio 
lands  of  the  IIMted  States,  whether  sorveyed  or  nnanrreyed,  with  the  intention  of 
elaxnmg  the-  same  under  the  homestead  laws,  sfaaQ  be  allowed  the  same  time  to  file 
his  hemflBtaad  applloaAion  and  perfsct  hia  original  entzy  in  the  United  States  land 
office  as  is  now  aUlewed  to  settlers  under  the  pre-emption  laws  to  pnt  their  claims  oa 
record,  and  his  right  shaU  r^te  back  to  date  of  settlement  the  same  as  if  he  settled 
under  the  pre-emption  laws. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  appellant  ever  resided  op  the  land  which  he 
now  seeks  to  enter,  and  the  case  of  Patrick  Lynch  (7  L.D.,  33,)  is  cited 
as  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  credit  for  residence  on  the  original 
tract  may  be  allowed  under  the  act  of  May  14,  1880,  aepra^  in  the  case 
of  an  adjoining  farm  entry. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  Lynch  ease  bears  the  eonstructlQn  con- 
tendied  for,  bat,  in  the  case  of  John  W.  Fanell  (13  L.  D.,  713),  the  sev- 
eral departmental  deeisionB  bearing  upon  the  question  at  issue  were 
discussied,  and  it  was  there  shown  that  the  act  of  18S0  wasnot  intended 
to  waive  aoy  of  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law  as  to  residence; 
and  ia  eases  of  alining  fiurm  entries  such  residence  most  have  been 
aotoaUy  upcm  the  land  ent^ed,  and  residrace  on.  the  original  ixsvi  ia 
not  residence  upon  the  adjoining  tract,  aptil  tiie  entry  i»  made. 

The  doetrine  contended  for  was  r^^Kidiated  ia  the  Farrell  ease^  which 
OTerrulfid  the  Lynch  case,  in  so  far  as  the  latter  held  that  credit  for 
residence  on  the  original  tract  may  be  allowed  .under  the  act  of  May  14, 
1880,  in  the  case  of  adjoining  farm  entry. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat.,  487),  excluding  the  public  lands  in 
Alabama  from  the  opeiratian  of  the  laws  relating  to  mineral  landsy  pro* 
Tides  that: 

$iuf  boflui  fide  entry  «ader  the  preylsiena  of  the  homeatoad  law  of  landa  within  said 
fltate  hentofor^  mad$  may  be  patented  withoat  referenoe  to  an  act  approved  Kay  10, 
1872,  entitled  •  »  •  •  •  in  oaaea  where  the  persona  making  application  for  such, 
patents  have  in  all  other  respects  complied  with  the  homestead  law  relating  thereto. 

The  mere  cultivation  of  six  acres  of  the  tract  sought  to  be  entered 
prior  to  the  act  q£  1883  («iipra),  without  residence  thereon,  is  not  such 
a  compliance  witib  the  hosneatead  law  as  will  entitle  the  daunanttothe 
land. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is  accordingly  afiOrmed, 
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-  •  •  • 

DBSBBT  XNTBT— CHABACTEB  OX*  LAND* 

WnxiAK  Skeen; 

The  degree  of  produotiyeneu  after  irrigation  doeis  not  necessarily  determine  thefl^t 
to  enter  land  under  the  desert  act,  if  the  land  is  desert  in  fact,  and  water  snffl.* 
oient  for  irrigation  has  been  supplied* ' 

JHrst  AsaUtani  Secretary  Chtmdler  to  the  OammisHoner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Office^  Moflreh  17 j  1892. 

On  October  26, 1886,  William  Skeen  made  desert  land  entry  l^o. 
1646,  for  the  W  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  7  K.,  E.  2  W.^  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah, 
and  submitted  proof  of  reclamation  on  September  14, 1889,  before  the 
probate  judge  at  Ogden,  Utah.  When  the  proof  was  presented  to  the 
register  and  receiyer  they  suspended  it,  and  called  on  the  entryman  for 
itdditional  evidence.  This  he  afterwards  filed,  and  on  October  1, 1889, 
the  local  officers  rejected  his  proof.  He  appealed  from  the  order  reject- 
ing his  proof  to  you,  and  on  December  12, 1890,  you  also  rejected  the 
proof  and  stated  that : 

On  examination  of  the  final  proof,  it  appears  that  the  olaimant  aud  witnesses  state 
that  the  land  could  under  no  ciroumstanceSi  produce  an  agricultural  crop. 

Laud  which  win  not  by  means  of  irrigation  produoe  an  agricultural  crop  is  not 
•deemed  subject  to  entry  under  the  desert  land  act. 

You  accordingly  held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 

An  appeal  has  been  tskken  to  this  Department  firom  your  judgment. 

The  final  proof,  and  the  evidence  filed  as  amendatory  thereof,  shows 
that  Skeen  is  a  native-bom  citizen  of  the  United  Stetes;  has  never 
made  an  entry  under  the  desert  land  act  prior  to  the  one  in  question, 
and  that  he  is  the  owner  of  a  water  right  sufficient  to  irrigate  the  tract 
included  in  his  entry.  There  are  between  two  and  three  miles  of  ditch 
on  the  land,  besides  two  dams.  The  ditch  from  Cold  Spring  creek,  lead^ 
ing  on  the  land,  is  from  ten  to  twelve  feet  wide,  and  from  one  to  one  and 
one-half  feet  deep.  The  ditches  firom  Dix'  creek  are  about  ten  feet  wide 
^nd  about  one  foot  deep.  There  are  small  cross  ditches  to  flood  the 
land.  It  has  all  been  flooded,  except  about  four  or  five  acres,  from  Oo^ 
tober  to  June  each  year  since  entry  was  made. 

The  proof  seems  to  constitute  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  law,  and  the  regulations  of  the  Department.  However,  the  entry- 
man  and  his  witnesses  state  substantially  that, — ^^  the  land  could  not 
be  made  to  produce  an  agricultural  crop  under  any  circumstances.  It  is 
good  for  nothing  but  pasture  in  the  spring.  The  water  on  the  land 
helps  to  grow  salt  grass."  In  answer  to  a  question  as  to  the  character 
of  the  soil,  Skeen  says, — <^  It  is  very  poor  land,  large  portions  of  it  being 
alkali  flats;  there  is  not  an  acre  of  good  &rming  land  on  the  entire 
tract.  Ko  natural  water  of  any  kind  on  the  land.''  And,  in  an  affidavit 
accompanying  his  proof,  he  says, — <<  that  .  •  .  he  would  not  be  will- 
ing to  pay  one  dollar  an  acre  for  the  land,  except  for  the  fiEKst  that  it 
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tbTTsmd  sort  of  bonnecting  link  between  other  lands  belonging  to  him 
which  are  more  yalnable."  Yon  have  dedded  that  the  land  is  not  sub- 
ject to  entry  under  the  desert  land  law. 

The  Department  held,  in  the  case  of  George  Bamsey  (5  L.  D.,  121)^ 
^  The  raising  of  a  crop  may  be  evidence  of  reclamation,  but  it  is  not 
the  only  eyidence  that  ought  to  be  receLved."  It  was  there  held  that,— 
^<  the  whole  tract  for  which  proof  is  ofiBared  ....  must  be  actth 
•oily  irrigated  in  a  manner  indicative  of  the  good  &ith  of  the  claimant." 

And  in  the  case  of  Oharles  H.  Schick  (6  L.  D.,  151),  on  page  153,  it 
was  held  that, — ^^  Proof  that  water  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  irriga- 
tion has  been  brought,  to  the  land,  seems  to  be  aU  that  was  intended, 
either  from  the  act  itself^  or  the  debates  in  Congress  thereon." 

The  tract  in  question  is  undoubtedly  desert  land.  That  water  has 
been  conducted  thereon  in  quantities  sufficient  to  irrigate  the  whole 
tract,  is  abundantly  shown,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  proof  may 
not  be  received  and  the  entryman  be  allowed  to  pay  for  the  land. 

In  the  case  of  William  Orusen  (U  L.  D.,  277),  it  was  said, — ^^  "So  rea- 
son is  perceived  why  an  entiyman  should  not  be  allowed  to  pay  for  a 
iegal  subdivision  of  desert  land,  if  he  chooses  to  do  so  in  good  fedth,  in 
order  that  he  may  utilize  a  part  of  it. 

Tour  judgment  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation,  is  reversed. 


WASHINOTOK  SCHOOL  LANDS-PRACTICB-APPBAL. 

Holmes  G.  Patbiok  ex  al. 

Miool  indemnity  seleotioni  made  by  the  teiritorifll  authorities  are  not  released  from 
Teeervation  by  the  act  proyiding  for  the  admission  of  the  Territory  into  the 
Union. 

Doable  ™iiiitmim  lands  may  be  selected  as  sohool  indemnity  in  lien  of  doable  mini- 
mom  loss. 

iippeals  by  different  parties,  and  relating  to  different  tracts  of  land  shoald  be  traos- 
mitted  to  the  Department  separately. 

First  AsiisUmt  Secretary  Ohwndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office  March  17, 1892. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  1887,  Holmes  O.  Patrick  made  application 
to  file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  lots  6  and  7,  and  the  B  } 
of  the  NE  i  of  Sec.  10,  T.  19  IT.,  B.  3  B.,  at  the  Seattie  land  office,  Wash- 
ington Territory.  On  the  19th  of  the  same  month,  Elizabeth  Herriott 
applied  at  the  same  office,  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  N  J  of  the 
NW^  and  the  K}  of  the  ITB  ^  of  Sec  12,  in  the  same  township.  On  the 
21st  of  said  month  Margaret  Herriott  applied  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  the  S  }  of  the  liTWl,  and  the  iN^J  of  the  SW^  of  said  Sec.  12,  and  on 
the  10th  of  March  of  the  following  year,  George  W.  Alexander  applied 
to  make  a  similar  entry  forlot5,  theSW^of  the  SB  j^ and  theE^of  the 
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Each  and  all  of  these  applicatioiis  trore  Njeeted  by  tiie  local  offieflsa, 
for  the  season  that,  the  laiul  in  qaealaon  was  embtaoed  in  list  "So^  6  of 
selectiQiiLa  HiadA  by  the  beaard  of  CDanty  ^mmissioBers  ius  sehoel  puis 
pose%  in  lieu  of  defleieneies  in  sections  oxteen  aad  thirty-^six  in  said 
townsUrp)  sneh  selection  having  been  niade>  on  the  aiat  of  Sebroaiy, 
1874. 

Sepacate  appeids  were  taken  in  each  case  from  the  action  of  the  local 
officessy  to  yoor  office,  but  on  the  26tk  of  September,  1888,  yon  Tendered 
one  decLsicm  coTenng  aU  the  oases,  in  which  you  i^&naed  the  several 
decisions  of  said  local  officers.  Upon  a.  single  appeal  from  your  deci- 
sion, you  transmitted  the  four  cases  to  the  Department  for  consideira- 
tion,  by  lettw  of  April  16, 1891 . 

'  Four  specific  errors  in  your  deciaion  are  complained  of  in  said  notice 
of  appeal^  and  in  substance  they  are  as  follows:  That  you  erred  in  de- 
ciding that  said  lands  had  been  legally  and  properly  selected  by  the 
county  of  Pierce  as  lieu  school  lands;  that  you  erred  in  deciding  that 
the  board  of  county  commissioners,  by  John  V.  Meeker,  selected  said 
lands  in  accordance  with  law;  that  you  erred  in  deciding  that  John  Y., 
Meekeir  could  locate  and  select  said  lands  as  the  agent  of  Pierce  county^ 
and  that  you  erred  in  deciding  that  the  lands  selected  were  such  as 
could  and  should  have  been  selected  to  supply  deficiencies,  on  account 
of  the  adyancement  in  price  thereof,  by  the  location  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  B.  JB.  by  the  filing  of  map  of  definite  location  on  May  1^,  1874^ 
or  any  prior  map.  In  addition  to  these  specific  grounds  of  error,  a  gen- 
eral one  is  added,  which  says: 

S'lrt>Mqiienfly  to  Mid  deoislen,  Congrem  pamed  CFeb.  38, 1889)  bill  for  adtnlMioii' 
of  WaBliingt<m  a»  a  Btate,  and  on  Ootober  Ist,  1889,  a  eonstitntion  was  adopML  by 
the  people  of  the  new  state,  and  on  NoTember  11th,  1889,  the  state  of  Washington  wa* 
admitted  to  the  Union.  By  the  ordinances  passed  by  Congrem,  tio/i  by  the  cwnati* 
tntlon  of  Washington  another  and  different  selection  of  lieu  Bohoolland»i»to  boBMMle, 
SDd  tie  elA  Ia  abandoned.  Also  by  a  -90^9  of  the  boffrd  of  county  oomndsbioiMin  of 
later  date,  the  said  oonnty  expressly  waired  any  dbim  to  snoh  knAk 

In  the  caae  of  Shorpstein  v.  atate  af  Wafdiington  (13  h.  D^  376)^  the 
specifications  of  error  in  the  decision  appealed  from  were  ten  in  num- 
ber, and  covered  all  the  grounds  enumerated  in  the  foregoing,  except 
that  contained  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  genemd  specification  herein 
recited.  If  it  be  true  that  the  board  of  county  eoimmssumeBcat  of  the 
county  within  which  the  laaids  in  question  are  situaited,  have  express^ 
waived  any  elaims  to  said  lands,  the  question  is  one  which  can  be  set* 
tied  without  appeal  to  this  Department*  'So  evidence  upon  that  prop- 
etdtion  is  faefinre  me,  and  that  snch  a  state  of  fbets  exists,  is  nowhere 
alluded  to  eaoept  in  the  general  allegation  of  erroor  already  mentioned* 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  nothing  befbcre  me  to  show  that  John  Y. 
Meeker  had  ever  been  duly  authorized  to  malce  indemnity  selections  tone 
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and  on  behalf  of  the  connty  commissioners  of  Pierce  connly^  bnt  from 
your  statement,  and  .that  of  the  local  officers,  that  such  indemnity  selec* 
tion  had  been  duly  made,  I  assume  such  fact  to  exist,  and  the  case  last 
cited  expressly  held  that  "  the  authority  conferred  upon  county  commis- 
sioners in  Washington  Territory  to  locate  school  indemnity  selections 
may  be  properly  exercised  through  a  duly  authorized  agent  of  said  com- 
missioners." That  case  also  held  that  indemnity  land  thus  selected  by 
the  Territory  of  Washington,  was  not  released  from  reservation  by  the 
act  provided  for  the  admission  of  said  Territory  into  the  Union.  This 
latter  doctrine  was  also  held  in  the  case  of  Levi  Jerome,  et  al.y  (12  L.  D., 
165),  and  in  L.  H.  Wheeler  (11  L.  D.,  381),  all  of  which  cases  originated 
in  the  same  land  district  as  the  one  at  bar.  In  Hulda  M.  Smith  (11  L. 
D.,  382),  it  was  held  that  such  indemnity  selections,  made  while  the 
territorial  form  of  government  existed,  continued  until  such  selections 
are  canceled. 

The  only  question  raised  by  the  appeal  before  me,  not  settled  by  the 
decisions  cited,  is  that  the  land  selected  being  double  minimum  in  price, 
was  not  subject  to  selection  to  supply  deficiencies.  While  this  question 
has  not  been  passed  upon  by  the  Department,  in  any  case  originating 
in  the  State  of  Washington,  ithasbeen  considered  and  decided  in  cases 
coming  from  other  States,  and  all  the  later  decisions  hold  that  '^  the 
State  is  entitled  to  select  indemnity  that  is  of  the  same  general  character, 
and  belonging  to  the  same  class,  as  the  land  it  would  have  received  had 
there  been  no  deficiency  in  the  township.'^  This  was  held  in  John  B« 
Discb  (8  L.  D.,  31),  and  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  on  page  32  of  the 
same  volume,  and  the  doctrine  was  repeated  in  the  State  of  Louisiana 
(8  L.  D.,  126),  where  it  was  added  that  ^^  double  minimum  land  may  not 
be  taken  in  lieu  of  single  minimum  loss." 

From  the  record  before  me  it  appears  that  the  lands  selected  were  of 
a  similar  character  to  those  lost,  and  having  been  legally  reserved  from 
settlement  and  entry,  the  applications  of  the  parties  named  were  prop- 
erly rejected.  I  see  no  error  in  the  decision  appealed  from,  and  it  is 
therefore  affirmed. 

In  returning  the  papers,  I  desire  to  call  your  attention  to  the  rule 
requiring  your  office  to  transmit  appeals  by  different  parties,  relating 
to  different  tracts  of  land,  to  the  Department  separately.  In  the  case 
of  Griffin  v.  Marsh  and  Doyle  v.  Wilson  (2  L.  D.,  28),  you  were  advised 
that  it  was  bad  practice  on  your  part,  tending  to  confiision,  to  submit 
two  or  more  cases  between  different  parties,  which  involved  different 
tracts  in  the  same  letter,  and  you  were  directed  to  thereafter  transmit 
each  case  separately. 

In  the  case  of  John  W.  Bailey,  et  al.^  (3  L.  D.,  349),  these  instructions 
were  repeated,  and  you  were  informed  that  this  Department  would  in- 
sist upon  a  strict  compliance  therewith.  In  that  case  the  papers  were 
returned,  and  yon  were  requested  to  ^^  separate  the  cases  and  transmit 
each  appeal  separately."  In  the  Southern  Minnesota  Bailway  Exten- 
14561_voL  14 18 
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gion  Oo.  V.  GaUipean  (3  L.  D.,  166),  the  subject  was  also  alluded  to^  and 
it  was  said: 

WlieneTer  an  appeal  is  filed;  either  in  the  local  offloe  from  the  deoision  of  the  leg- 
itfter  and  xeceirer  or  fiDom  your  deoision,  each  case  should  be  transmitted  separately. 
Any  other  practice  tends  to  confxision  and  is  contrary  to  the  express  directions  of 
this  Department. 

Similar  instructions  were  contained  in  Davison  v.  Parkhnrst  (3  L.  D., 

Your  attention  was  again  called  to  the  subject  in  Henry  St.  George 
Jj.  Hopkins  (10  L.  D.,  472),  where  it  was  said: 

As  the  rule  is  wholesome  and  salutary  in  its  effect  and  a  disregard  thereof  perni- 
cious in  its  results^  I  attribute  your  failure  to  observe  the  same  to  an  inadvertence, 
well  knowing  that  upon  your  attention  being  called  thereto  that  the  practice  of 
uniting  two  cases  in  one  decision  will  be  discontinued. 

In  the  case  last  cited,  the  questions  raised  by  the  appeal  were  con- 
sidered and  determined,  and  I  have  pursued  a  similar  course  in  this 
case,  notwithstanding  the  irregular  manner  in  which  it  was  transmitted 
from  your  office. 


APPIilCATIOK  FOB  SUBVST— MBANBEBED  LAKE. 

P.  M.  PUGH  BT  AL. 

Xhe  goTernment  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  a  survey  of  lands  lying  within  the  me- 
ander line  of  a  non-navigable  lake,  where  the  lands  adjacent  thereto  have  been 
patented  or  applications  filed  therefor. 

Beereta/ry  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

17y  1892. 

F.  M.  Pugh  et  a{.,haye  appealed  from  your  decision  of  Fovember  7, 
1889,  denying  their  application  for  the  survey  of  lands  within  the  me- 
ander lines  of  Saltese  lake,  in  townships  24  and  25  north,  range  45  east, 
Olympia,  Washington. 

The  application  was  met  by  the  protest  of  Lucy  A,  Sims,  who  claims 
a  part  of  the  land  on  the  west  side  of  the  lake,  which  appears  to  be  a 
body  of  non-navigable  fresh  water,  three  or  four  miles  in  length  and 
firom  one  half  to  one  mile  in  width. 

The  township  was  surveyed  in  September,  1877,  and  the  plat  was  ap- 
proved September  30, 1378. 

The  lake  was  meandered  by  the  survey,  and  lots  contiguous  to  and 
surrounding  the  lake  of  various  areas  were  designated  as  lots  1,  2,  3, 
etc.  The  lots  in  the  odd  numbered  sections  were  listed  by  the  Korthern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  June  27, 1888,  list  12. 

Mrs.  Sims  claims  lots  1  to  8,  inclusive,  bordering  on  the  west  side  of 
the  lake  in  Sec.  29,  as  grantee  of  said  railroad  company. 

Lots  1  and  2,  in  Sec.  28,  and  bordering  on  the  lake,  were  patented  to 
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T.  A.  Pugh,  Deoember  27, 1888;  and  lots  3,  4,  and  5,  in  said  section, 
also  bordering  on  the  lake,  were  patented  to  Adolph  Biyers,  M^jr  28^ 
1888. 

Homestead  certiflcate  2390  was  issued  to  Francis  McK.  Pngh,  on 
April  22, 1889,  for  lot  6,  in  Sec.  28,  and  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  in  Sec.  33,  also 
bordering  on  the  lake. 

Lots  4  and  6,  in  Sec.  4,  T.  24  'S.,  B.  45  E.,  bordering  on  the  lake,  were 
patented  to  Hattie  Wates  October  12, 1891 ;  and  lot  7,  in  Sec.  5,  in  the 
last-named  township,  was  selected  by  said  railroad  company  in  list  12, 
June  27^  1888. 

It  is  alleged  that  there  is  a  considerable  strip  of  dry  land  between 
the  original  meander  line  and  the  water's  edge  of  the  lake,  and  that 
large  quantities  of  hay  have  been  cut  therefrom. 

B.  H.  Donivan,  one  of  the  applicants,  alleges  that  he  has  purchased 
improvements,  within  the  meander  line  of  the  lake,  for  which  he  paid 
$500;  and  that  he  has  built  a  house  thereon,  in  which  he  has  resided 
since  September,  1889. 

William  A.  McWhorton  alleges  that  he  has  a  house,  a  bam,  and 
about  eighty  rods  of  fence  within  the  meandered  Une  of  the  lake,  and 
Francis  M.  Pugh,  another  applicant,  alleges  that  he  built  a  house,  worth 
$300,  within  the  meandered  line  of  the  lake  in  April,  1889,  and  has 
established  his  residence  therein. 

F.  A.  Pugh  alleges  that  he  has  also  located  on  a  portion  of  the  land. 

Homer  B.  Taylor  alleges  that  he  bought  a  squatter's  right  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  lake,  paying  $400  therefor,  and  has  resided  thereon  since 
1889. 

Felix  M.  and  Francis  McK.  Pugh  swear  that  they  cut  thirty  tons  of 
lay  from  the  "  so-called"  lake  in  1880  ;  that  they  did  ditching  on  the 
north  side  of  the  lake  in  October,  1880,  by  removing  a  small  bar  that 
prevented  the  egress  of  the  water;  that  in  1881  they  cut  a  ditch  one- 
half  mile  long,  eighteen  inches  to  two  feet  deep,  and  four  feet  wide,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  off  part  of  the  water  through  a  natural  outlet; 
In  1883  they  run  another  ditch,  of  about  the  same  size  and  about  one 
hundred  and  twenty-five  yards  long,  and  again  in  1889  they  dug  another 
ditch,  about  one  mUe  long.  They  allege  that  the  improvements  put 
upon  the  lake  by  themselves  and  others  are  of  the  value  of  13,500,  and 
that  vast  quantities  of  hay  have  been  cut  during  nearly  every  season 
since  1880  from  the  ^^  so-caUed  "  lake  bed;  and  that  all  the  land  sur- 
veyed as  a  lake  is  natural  meadow  land. 

Protestant,  Mrs.  Sims,  swears  that  during  every  spring  the  waters 
in  the  lake  extend  out  to  and  beyond  the  meander  line;  that  the  lake 
is  fed  all  the  year  round  by  two  mountain  springs,  and  none  of  the 
waters  are  carried  off  by  any  outlet  or  channel,  but  remain  in  the  lake 
until  absorbed  by  evaporation.  She  claims  to  have  made  the  purchase 
of  the  lands  bordering  on  the  lake  because  of  the  advantages  which  the 
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lake  afforded  for  stock-raising,  and  she,  therefore,  protests  against  the 
application  for  the  snryey. 

It  is  manifest  from  the  showiig  made  by  the  several  applicants  that 
mnch  of  the  land  within  the  meander  line  of  the  lake  is  valuable  for 
agricultural  purposes;  also  that  considerable  labor  and  money  have 
been  expended  looking  to  the  reclamation  of  the  land — surveyed  and 
reported  by  government  officers  as  ^^  lake.''  But,  inasmuch  as  the  lots 
immediately  contiguous  to  and  surrounding  the  meandered  line  of  the 
lake  have  been  either  patented  or  applied  for  by  various  claimants, 
riparian  rights  have  intervened. 

The  applicants  for  the  survey  insist  that  the  &cts  in  this  case  are 
similar  to  those  in  the  case  of  James  Popple  et  cU,  (12  L.  D.,  433),  where 
the  survey  was  ordered.  That  may  be  conceded;  but  the  Popple  case 
was  overruled  in  the  case  of  John  P.  Hoel  (13  L.  D.,  588),  and  the  latter 
case  was  based  upon  the  case  of  Hardin  v.  Jordan  (140  XT.  S.,  371), 
where  it  is  said : 

It  has  never  been  held  that  lands  nnder  water  (inland  lakes  and  ponds)  in  front  of 
snoh  grants  are  reserved  to  the  United  States,  or  that  they  can  be  afterwards  granted 
oat  to  other  persons  to  the  ipjnry  of  the  original  grantees. 

It  ftirther  says : 

The  meander  lines  along  the  margin  of  such  waters  are  mn  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining the  exact  quantity  of  the  upland  to  be  charged  for,  and  not  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  limiting  the  title  of  the  grantee  to  such  meander  line. 

In  the  Hoel  case  (supra),  referring  to  the  case  of  Hardin  v.  Jordan^ 
it  is  said : 

It  foUows  from  said  decision  that  non-navigable  inland  lakes  and  ponds,  when  the 
public  survey  shows  the  same  meandered,  and  the  fact  appears  that  the  contiguous 
lands  or  lots  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  government,  that  the  land  covered  by 
such  lakes  and  within  the  meandered  lines  does  not  belong  to  the  government,  but 
to  the  adjoining  proprietors  under  the  common  law  right  of  riparian  ownership. 

It  appears  that  some  of  the  applicants  for  the  survey  own  land  bor* 
dering  on  the  meander  line  of  the  lake;  if  so,  they  have  their  riparian 
rights  to  the  center  of  the  lake,  and  the  improvements  placed  thereon 
are  not  necessarily  lost. 

But  whatever  loss  may  have  been  suffered  in  the  expenditure  of 
money  to  reclaim  the  lands  and  putting  improvements  thereon,  the 
Department  is  powerless  to  give  relief;  it  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
lands  within  the  meander  line  of  the  lake,  and  therefore  no  power  to 
order  the  survey  applied  for. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  affirmed* 
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ABDmOHAIi  HOMESTEAD  E^TTBT— SECTION  6,  ACT  OF  MABCH  S,  18S9. 

John  Pitzpatbiok. 

Hie  light  to  make  additional  homestead  entry  under  section  6,  act  of  March  2, 1889, 
is  not  hatred  hy  a  preyious  additional  entry  of  contiguoos  land  made  by  the 
applicant  nnder  section  5  of  said  act;  if  the  whole  amonnt  of  land  thos  taken 
does  not  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

First  Assiata/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  18^  1892. 

The  land  in  controversy  in  this  appeal  is  the  XE.  4  of  the  SW.  ^^ 
Sec.  20,  T.  7  S.,  B.  4  W.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco,  Galifomia,  land  dis- 
trict. 

The  record  shows  that  John  Fitzpatrick  on  Jnly  20, 1889,  made  ap- 
phcation  nnder  section  6  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2, 1889,  for 
additional  homestead  entry  of  said  land.  The  application  discloses  the 
fact  that  he  made  homestead  entry  November  20, 1882,  for  the  S.  ^  of 
the  SE.  \  of  Sec  20;  that  on  June  29, 1889,  he  made  additional  home- 
stead entry  l^o.  10623,  under  section  6  of  said  act  of  Gongress  for  the 
SW.  ^  of  the  SW.  ^  of  Sec.  21,  all  in  same  township  and  range.  Upon 
these  two  entries  final  certificates  have  been  issued. 

Section  6  (25  Stat,  851),  under  which  this  application  is  made  reads 
as  follows : 

That  every  person  entitled,  nnder  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  laws,  to  enter  a 
homestead,  who  has  heretofore  complied  with  or  who  shall  hereafter  comply  with  the 
conditions  of  said  laws,  and  who  shall  have  made  his  final  proof  therennder  for  a 
quantity  of  land  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  and  received  the  receiver's 
final  receipt  therefor,  shall  be  entitled  nnder  said  laws  to  enter  as  a  personal  right, 
and  not  assignable^  by  legal  subdivisions  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
subject  to  homestead  entry,  so  much  additional  land  as  added  to  the  quantity  pre* 
viously  so  entered  by  him  shaU  not  exceed  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres:  Provided, 
That  in  no  case  shaU  patent  issue  for  the  land  covered  by  such  additional  entry  until 
the  person  making  such  additional  entry  shaU  have  actuaUy  and  in  conformity  with 
the  homestead  laws  resided  upon  and  cultivated  the  lands  so  additionaUy  entered 
and  otherwise  foUy  complied  with  such  laws. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  two  prior  entries  aggregate  one  hundred 
and  twenty  acres  and  it  is  contended  that  applicant,  under  the  section 
quoted,  has  a  right  to  make  this  entry  which  will  give  him  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres.  Under  a  proper  showing  in  conformity  with  the  cir- 
cular of  March  8, 1889  (8  L.  D.,  314),  I  see  no  reason  why  this  may  not 
be  done.  I  do  not  understand  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Gongress  to 
limit  the  number  of  applications,  so  long  as  they  were  made  in  compli- 
ance with  law,  but  the  limitation  is  placed  on  the  number  of  acres  one 
may  acquire  under  the  homestead  laws. 

The  application  as  presented  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  statute 
or  the  regulations,  {supra)  hence  your  action  was  not  erroneous,  but  in 
the  absence  of  any  adverse  daim,  I  think  you  should  have  notified  the 
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claimant  to  amend  the  same,  to  show  that  his  entry  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  actual  settlement  and  coltivation  when  his  entry  should 
have  been  allowed. 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  modified  to  that  extent  and  you  will  direct 
the  claimant  to  amend  his  application  in  conformity  to  this  decision^ 
and  thereupon  receiye  and  file  his  application. 


BOBBBT  L.  GABLICHS. 

Hotion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  May  8,  ISM,  12  L.  D.^ 
469,  denied  by  Secretary  I^oble,  March  18, 1892. 


BBS  JUDICATA-MUJTABY'  bounty   IiAin>   WABBAirr-BAIi:iBOAI> 

OBAKT. 

MiSSOUBI,  EliNSAS  AND  TEXAS  By.  GO.  V.  LASSELLE. 

The  plea  of  res  Judicata  is  not  good  as  against  one  who  ib  not  made  a  party  to  th« 

proceedings  in  question  by  due  notice  thereof. 
An  application,  dnly  filed  with  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  request* 

ing  the  location  of  a  military  bounty  land  warrant  on  a  specific  tract,  secures  to 

the  applicant  an  inchoate  right  to  said  tract  that  will  serve  to  except  the  same 

from  the  subsequent  operation  of  a  railroad  grant. 
The  loss  of  the  land  warrant  and  fees,  accompanying  the  application,  by  the  Commis- 

sioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  or  after  t&e  same  have  been  filed  with  him, 

will  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  applicant,  though,  on  account  of  said  loss,  no 

record  is  made  of  the  location  in  the  local  office. 
The  case  of  Lasselle  v.  Missouzi,  Kansas  and  Texas  By.  Co.,  8  C.  L.  O.,  10,  overruled. 

SeoreUMry  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerai  Land  Office^  March 

18 J 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  February  8, 1892^  submitting  certaui 
papers  and  a  statement  relative  to  the  W.  ^  of  the  NW.  \  and  the  W» 
i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  19,  T.  26  S.,  E.  18  E.,  Topeka  land  district,  Kan^ 
sas,  claimed  by  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Railway  Company^ 
under  its  grant. 

This  tract  is  within  the  common  granted  limits  of  the  grants  to  aid 
in  the  construction  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  and  the  Law* 
rence,  Leavenworth  and  Galveston  Bailroads,  and  was  twice  listed  by 
said  companies,  jointly,  viz:  August  8, 1872,  and  July  29, 1874. 

The  claim  of  Hyaeinth  Lasselle,  or  one  Nanuie  M.  Preston,  as  heir^ 
to  said  tract  rests  upon  the  following  statement  of  facts,  viz: 

On  March  26, 1861,  Hyacinth  Lasselle  filed  in  your  office  military 
bounty  land  warrant  No.  96,200,  act  of  1855,  for  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres,  accompanied  by  $4.00  as  fees  and  $1.68  for  excess  acreage,  with 
the  request  that  the  same  be  located  upon  and  applied  to  the  entry  of 
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•the  W.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  the  W.  i  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  19,  also  the 
SW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  18,  T.  26  K,  R.  18  E.,  Kansas. 

The  receipt  of  the  same  was  acknowledged,  and  he  was  advised  that 
it  had  been  forwarded  to  the  register  at  Fort  Scott,  in  whose  district 
tbe  land  was  tiien  situated.  Your  records  show  that  such  letter  was 
written  to  the  local  officers* 

"Sot  receiving  a  patent  for  the  land,  Lasselle  made  inquiry  of  your 
office,  when,  upon  investigation,  it  was  learned,  in  December,  1870, 
tiiat  the  letter  to  the  local  officers,  enclosing  the  warrant,  had  miscar- 
ried or  been  lost,  and  that  the  same  was  never  received  at  the  local 
office;  hence,  no  record  was  ever  made  in  that  office. 

Hon.  W.  E.  Niblack,  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  interested  him- 
self in  Lasselle's  behalf,  and,  in  answer  to  a  letter  addressed  to  youi^ 
office,  was  advised,  April  28, 1874,  as  follows: 

In  relation  howeyer  to  the  W.  i  of  the  ,NW.  i  NW.  M  i  and  W.  i  of  the  SW.  frl 
i  of  Baid  Sec.  19^  township  26,  south  of  range  18  east,  containing  128  and  80  hun* 
diedths  acres,  I  have  to  state  that  Mr.  LasseUe  may  secure  a  title  thereto  by  first 
procoring  the  issue  of  a  duplicate  of  said  warrant  No.  96,200,  and  causing  the  same 
to  be  properly  assigned  to  him  by  the  warrantee  as  now  required  by  law,  and  after 
which  to  file  the  same  with  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  land  office  now  at  Inde- 
pendence, Kansas,  in  a  letter  stating  that  he  will  accept  said-  tract  last  above  de- 
scribed  in  full  satis&ction  for  said  warrant.  It  wiU  also  be  necessary  for  him  at  the 
same  time  to  transmit  with  the  warrant  four  doUars  to  pay  the  location  fees,  for  the 
reason  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  money  heretofore  sent  as  mentioned  in  our 
said  letter  of  the  28th  of  Marc  h,  1861,  was  ever  received  by  the  local  office.  When  the 
duplicate  warrant  shaU  have  been  procured  and  duly  assigned  as  above  suggested, 
this  office  wiU  instruct  Mr.  Lasselle  and  also  the  local  office  how  to  proceed  in  the 
matter. 

Shortly  after  this,  to  wit:  in  Jnne,  1875,  the  Missonri,  Kansas  and 
Texas  Bailway  Company  asked  for  a  patent  for  the  land,  and  by  your 
letter  of  June  11, 1875,  the  request  was  denied;  whereupon  the  com- 
pany appealed,  resulting  in  departmental  decision  of  March  1, 1876  (3 
0.  L.  O.,  10),  which  held  "  that  there  was  no  location  of  Lasselle's  war- 
rant upon  the  land  he  claims,  that  the  land,  as  far  as  Lasselle's  claim 
is  concerned,  was  vacant  and  unappropriated  at  the  date  the  right  of 
the  company  attached,  and  must  pass  under  the  grant." 

Notwithstanding  this  apparent  adjudication,  you,  upon  the  request 
by  the  company  for  patent,  dated  November  24, 1890,  directed  the  local 
officers,  by  letter  of  February  26^  1891,  "  to  cite  all  adverse  claimants, 
to  show  cause,  within  thirty  days,  why  the  W.  J  NW.  J  and  N.  i  S W. 
^  of  the  section  should  not  be  patented  to  the  company." 

The  local  officers  thereupon  advised  the  heirs  of  Lasselle,  also  one 
Theo.  S.  Strickland,  who,  on  September  3, 1890,  filed  homestead  decla- 
ratory statement  No.  119,  and  they  both  responded  within  the  time 
allowed. 

The  local  officers  rendered  a  joint  opinion,  but,  before  the  matter 
was  considered  by  you,  the  decision  of  March  1, 1876,  before  referred 
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tO;  was  called  to  your  atteation,  whereupon  you  present  the  matter  for 
xny  consideration. 

The  first  question  suggested  iS;  as  to  the  effect  of  the  decision  of 
Harch  1, 1876  (supra). 

An  examination  of  the  record  on  which  said  decision  was  based 
shows  that  the  case  was  purely  an  ex  parte  matter. 

The  decision  appealed  from  was  addressed  to  the  attorneys  for  the 
company^  without  notice  to  Lasselle;  the  appeal  was  not  served  upon 
him,  nor  was  any  notice  given  him  of  the  departmental  decision  upon 
said  appeal  reversing  the  action  of  your  office.  Lasselle  was  therefore 
not  a  party  to  said  case,  and,  hence,  neither  he  nor  his  heirs  are  bound 
by  said  proceedings,  and  the  company's  plea  of  res  adjudicata  must  be 
overruled. 

From  a  careful  examination  of  the  matter,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  decision  of  March  1, 1876,  holding  that  this  tract  passed  under  the 
grant  to  the  company,  is  clearly  wron^ 

The  proviso  attached  to  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress^ 
granting  bounty  lands  for  military  service,  September  28, 1850  (9  Stat, 
521),  makes  it 

The  duty  of  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  under  such  regnlationB 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  cauae  to  be  located,  free  of 
expense,  any  warrant  which  the  holder  may  transmit  to  the  (}eneral  Land  Office  for 
that  purpose,  in  such  State  and  land  district  as  the  said  holder  and  warrantee  may 
designate. 

The  act  of  March  22, 1852  (10  Stat.,  3),  made  the  warrant  assignablCi 
and  authorized  the  register  and  receiver  to  charge  and  receive  a  ceiv 
tain  compensation. 

The  circular  of  February  9, 1858  (1  Lester,  617),  which  is  made  the 
basis  of  the  decision  of  March  1, 1876,  after  reciting  the  statutes,  pre- 
scribed the  following  regulations: 

The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  will  therefore  receive  mUitary 

bounty  land  warrants wheneyer  presented  at  his  office  by  the  owner,  with 

the  request  accompanying  them,  that  they  be  located  in  a  specified  land  district 

and he  wiU  forward  them  to  the  register  and  receiver  of  the  proper  district, 

to  be  by  them  located,  pursuant  to  the  proviso  of  the  last  section  of  the  act  of  1850, 
and  as  it  is  manifest  that  this  proviso  can  only  be  carried  out  in  harmonious  con- 
Junction  with  other  enact|nents  regulating  the  disposal  of  the  pubUc  lands  and  the 
assignment  and  location  of  bounty  land  certificates,  the  warrants  presented  at  your 
office  can  have  only  such  opportunities  of  location  at  the  district  office  after  the  ar- 
rival of  the  money  and  warrants  there,  as  the  owner  could  have  if  personally  present 
and  offering  said  warrants  and  money  on  the  day  that  they  both  first  reach  the  local 
office  in  business  hours.  The  act  of  September  28, 1850,  contemplates  that  the  par- 
ticular tracts  to  be  located  in  this  manner  shaU  be  selected  or  designated  by  the  local 
officers  of  any  particular  district,  from  the  vacant  public  lands  in  such  district,  liable 
to  be  located  by  the  specific  warrants  sent  them  f^om  your  office:  and  when  locations 
are  made  by  district  officers  in  cases  of  this  kind,  they  wiU  certify,  in  connection  with 
their  usual  certificate  in  each  case,  that  the  location  has  been  made  upon  good  fitrm* 
ing  land,  etc. 
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Said  decision  proceeding  ax>on  said  instruction  holds: 

From  these  mBtraotions  it  is  apparent  that  the  warrants  forwarded  through  your 
•office  can  have  no  opportunity  of  location  until  reoeiyed  in  the  district  office  in  busi- 
ness hours,  that  they  must  be  ''  located''  by  the  local  officers,  and  that  they  gain  no 
additional  force  or  efficacy  by  reason  of  being  receiyed  and  transmitted  by  you. 

It  follows,  necessarily,  that  there  was  no  location  of  Lasselle's  warrant  upon  the 
land  he  claims,  that  the  land,  as  fiur  as  Lassene's  claim  is  concerned,  was  yacant  and 
nnappTopriated  at  the  date  the  right  of  the  company  attached,  and  must  pass  under 
the  grant. 

It  is  very  plain  that  said  instractions  were  intended  to  apply  to  cases 
where  no  particular  tract  was  selected  by  the  intending  locator,  he 
merely  specifying  the  State  and  district,  leaving  to  the  officers  to  make 
a  specific  selection  of  a  particular  traot  for  him. 

In  such  case  it  could  very  properly  be  held  that  there  was  no  location, 
in  so  fur  as  to  affect  any  particular  tract,  until  selection  had  been  made 
by  the  local  officers.  It  was,  however,  the  construction  that  warrants 
eould  be  located  ^^  through  the  General  Land  Office,  by  enclosing  them 
and  the  fees  required  by  law  to  the  Commissioner."  See  1  Lester,  pages 
574  and  676.  This  being  so,  when  an  application  is  filed  for  a  specific 
tract  with  the  Commissioner,  accompanied  by  the  warrant  and  fees,  an 
inchoate  right  is  acquired  in  the  tract  applied  for,  and  the  loss  of  the 
warrant  and  fees  by  the  Commissioner,  or  after  being  filed  with  him, 
can  not  be  considered  the  loss  of  the  applicant,  for  he  has  dex>osited  it 
with  an  officer  named  in  the  act  granting  the  right,  and  by  said  act  it 
is  made  the  duty  of  said  officer  to  cause  it  to  be  located  as  applied  for. 
Goist  r.  Bottum,  6  L.  D.,  643. 

If  never  received  at  the  local  office,  no  record  is  there  made  of  the 
location,  but  this  fact  does  not  affect  the  question  as  to  whether  said 
tract  was  by  reason  of  said  location  excepted  firom  the  grant. 

The  letter  firom  your  office  to  fhe  local  officers  described  the  location 
as  made,  and  the  copy  of  said  letter  became  a  part  of  the  records  of 
your  office. 

This  Department  is  charged  with  the  adjustment  of  the  raikoad 
grant,  and  for  this  purpose  the  records  of  your  office  are  as  available 
as  those  of  the  local  office.  The  record  there  made  of  said  location  was, 
to  my  mind,  sufficient  to  defeat  a  grant,  the  rights  under  which  did  not 
attach  until  more  than  six  years  thereafter,  and  it  is  my  duty  to  protect 
the  claimants  under  said  location  in  their  rights.  Eddy  v.  University 
of  Illinois,  14  L.  D.,  60;  Knight  v.  United  States  Land  Association,  142 
U.  8.,  177. 

The  departmental  decision  of  March  1,  1876,  is  therefore  overruled, 
and  this  tract  is  held  to  have  been  excepted  firom  the  grant  by  reason 
of  the  location  by  Lasselle. 

The  question  as  to  the  rights  of  Strickland  under  his  homestead 
declaratory  statement  is  not  passed  upon  by  you,  and  consequentiy 
need  not  now  be  considered. 

The  record  is  herewith  returned,  for  such  further  action  in  the  prem- 
ises as  may  be  warranted  by  the  &cts  as  presented. 
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scHooii  i4A3n>-r!n>EiCKrrr  seubctioh. 
McEsNziE  V.  State  of  WASHincKroN. 

A  aehool  indemnity  selection,  made  by  the  Tetritory  in  lien  of  land  patented  as  min- 
eral, and  of  record  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Febmary  22, 1889, 
authorizing  sach  selections,  operates  to  zeserre  the  land  as  against  a  subsequent 
homestead  applicati<m. 

FirH  AsH^tant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commieei4mer  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  March  18, 1892. 

On  the  27th  of  October^  1890,  Charles  A.  McKenzie  made  application 
at  the  land  office  in  Seattle,  Washington,  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
the  ^SW.  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  21 K.,  B.  6  B.  The  local  officers  rejected  his 
application,  for  the  reason  that  said  land  had  been  selected  for  the  nse 
of  common  schools,  by  the  proper  aathorities  of  King  connty,  by  list 
ISo.  10,  filed  June  21, 1886,  as  indemnity  for  lands  lost  in  section  thirty* 
six  in  said  township,  which  had  been  patented  to  Colbert  F.  Kason,  as 
coal  land  in  1876. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  that  decision,  yon  affirmed  the  same,  and  re* 
jected  McKenzie's  application,  in  a  decision  dated  February  14, 1891, 
A  fiirther  appeal  brings  the  case  to  the  Department  for  consideration* 

The  only  ground  of  error  specified  in  the  notice  of  appeal  is,  that  you 
<^  erred  in  deciding  that  said  selection  was  not  void  but  voidable,  only^ 
and  was  validated  by  the  act  of  February  22, 1889." 

In  his  arg^mnent,  counsel  insists  that  at  the  time  the  selection  was 
made  there  was  no  law  providing  for  the  selection  of  lands  in  lieu  of 
mineral  lands,  and  that  the  selection  was  therefore  void.  He  admits^ 
however,  that  the  act  of  February  22, 1889  (25  Stat,  675),  which  pro* 
vided  for  the  admission  of  the  Territory  of  Washington  into  the  Union 
as  a  State,  made  provisions  for  such  selection.  This  act  took  effect 
prior  to  the  application  of  McKenzie  to  make  entry  for  the  land,  and 
you  held  that  its  passage  validated  the  selection,  which  was  not  void^ 
but  voidable,  up  to  that  time.  In  support  of  your  position  you  cite  the 
case  of  Early  v.  State  of  California  (7  L.  D.,  347). 

There  is  no  question  but  that  the  selection  was  upon  the  records  at 
the  time  McKenzie  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  and 
in  Niven  v.  State  of  California  (6  L.  D.,  439),  it  was  held  that  an  in- 
valid school  selection  of  record  bars  the  allowance  of  an  application  to 
enter.  In  the  case  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  said 
State  (3  L.  D.,  88),  this  Department  held  that  selections  under  the  act 
of  July  23, 1866  (14  Stat.,  218),  made  prematurely  because  the  question 
of  the  loss  of  the  State  had  not  been  ascertained,  were  not  void  but 
voidable  and  served  to  except  the  land  selected  from  the  grant  to  said 
company  •    See  also  State  of  California  (3  L.  D.,  327). 

The  question  of  indemnity  school  selections  in  tiie  State  of  Wash- 
ington, has  been  before  the  Department  quite  frequently  within  the 
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paat  year  or  two^  and  nmnerous  dedsimiB  have  been  rendered  thereon. 
In  one  of  the  latest  caseS;  that  of  Sharpstein  v.  State  of  Washington 
(13  L.  D.y  378),  most  of  the  cases  in  which  the  question  is  discussed  are 
dted,  and  in  view  of  the  decision  in  that  case,  and  of  those  in  the  cases 
therein  mentioned^  aind  fbr  the  reasons  herein  expressed,  the  condusiou 
reached  in  the  dedsion  appealed  from  is  approved* 


BAHiBOAD  GBAinr— BBFINITB  liOCATIOK^HOMSSTSAD  XNTBT. 

OSEGON  CSKTBAIi  B.  B.  GO.  V.  JOIXEB. 

The  grant  of  May  4^  1870,  1b  in  the  nature  of  a  float,  and  does  not  take  effect  npon 
speoiflo  traets  nntil  definite  location;  and  a  homestead  entry  made  prior  to  snch 
loeation  excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  firom  the  operation  of  the  grant,, 
althengh  no  exception  is  made  therein  of  lands  thus  appropriated. 

Beoretary  Noble  to  the  Oommisifumer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

19  J 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Oregon  Central  Bailroad  Company 
tr.  James  H.  Jones,  involving  the  S.  ^  of  the  !NW.  ^  and  the  W.  ^.  of 
the  NB.  J,  Sec.  9,  T.  2  N.,  B.  3  W.,  Oregon  City  land  district,  Oregon^ 
on  appeal  by  the  company  from  your  decision  of  August  14, 1890,  hold- 
ing that  said  tract  was  excepted  from  the  grant  for  said  company. 

The  question  raised  by  this  appeal  is,  when  rights  under  the  grant 
attached — ^the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  or  the  date  of  the  fOing 
of  a  map  showing  the  line  of  definite  location  of  the  roadt 

The  grant  here  in  question  was  made  by  the  act  of  Congress,  ap- 
proved May  4, 1870  (16  Stat.,  94),  the  first  and  second  sections  of  which 
provide : 

That  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  constmction  of  a  railroad  and  telegraph  line 
from  Portland  to  Astoria,  and  from  a  snitahle  point  of  Junction  near  Forest  Grove  to 
the  Yamkill  River,  near  MeMinviUe,  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  there  is  hereby  granted 
to  the  Oregon  Central  Bailroad  Company,  now  engaged  in  constr noting  the  said  road^ 
and  to  their  successoors  and  assigns,  the  right  of  way  through  the  public  lands  of  tho 
width  of  one  hundred  feet  on  each  side  of  said  road,  And  the  right  to  take  firom  the 
adjacent  public  lands  materials  for  constructing  said  road,  and  also  the  necessary 
lands  for  depots,  stations,  side  tracks,  and  other  needful  uses  in  operating  the  road, 
not  exceeding  forty  acres  at  any  one  place ;  and,  also,  each  alternate  section  of  the 
public  lands,  not  mineral,  excepting  coal  or  iron  lands,  designated  by  odd  numbers 
nearest  to  said  road,  to  the  amount  of  ten  snch  alternate  sections  per  mile,  on  each 
aide  thereof,  not  otherwise  disposed  of  or  reserved  or  held  by  valid  pre-emption  or 
homestead  right  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  this  act.  And  in  case  the  quantity  of 
ten  fuU  sections  per  mile  cannot  be  found  on  each  side  of  said  road,  within  the  said 
limits  of  twenty  mUes,  other  lands  designated  as  aforesaid  shall  be  selected  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  either  side  of  any  part  of  said  road  nearest 
to  and  not  more  than  twenty-five  miles  from  the  track  of  said  road  to  make  up  such 
deficiency. 

See.  2.  And  he  ii  further  enaotedf  That  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land  office 
AbH  oause  the  lands  along  the  line  of  the  said  railroad  to  be  surveyed  with  all  con- 
venient speed.    And  whenever  and  as  often  as  the  said  company  shaU  file  with  tha 
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Secretary  of  the  Interior  maps  of  th^  Bttrvey  and  location  of  twenty  or  more  miles  of 
said  road,  the  said  Secretary  shall  canse  the  said  granted  lands  adjacent  to  and  eoter- 
minous  with  such  located  sections  of  road  to  be  segregated  from  the  public  lands; 
and  thereafter  the  remaining  public  lands,  subject  to  sale  within  the  limits  of  the 
said  grant,  shall  be  disposed  of  only  to  actual  settlers  at  double  the  minimum  price 
for  such  lands:  And  provided  also.  That  settlers  under  the  proyisions  of  the  home- 
stead act  who  comply  with  the  terms  and  requirements  of  said  act^  shall  be  entitled, 
within  the  said  limits  of  twenty  miles,  to  patents  for  an  amount  not  exceeding  eighty 
acres  each  of  the  said  ungranted  lands;  anything  in  this  act  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing. 

This  tract  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant,  as  shown  by  the 
diagram  on  fQe  and  in  use  in  yonr  office,  which  is  adjusted  to  the  map 
of  location  filed  by  the  company  May  17, 1871,  upon  which  withdrawal 
was  ordered  by  letter  of  July  14,  received  at  the  local  office  July  31, 
1871. 

On  September  8, 1870,  Thomas  Drews  made  homestead  entry  Ko. 
1610,  embracing  the  tract  here  in  dispute,  which  entry  was  canceled 
February  14, 1878. 

On  November  5, 1878,  Jones,  the  present  claimant,  filed  declaratory 
Statement  No.  3388  for  this  land,  alleging  settlement  December  16, 1876, 
which  filing  was  transmuted  to  homestead  entry  No.  4468,  on  August 
6, 1881,  and  upon  which  he  made  proof  June  12, 1882,  after  due  notice 
by  publication,  and  on  June  16, 1882^  final  certificate  No.  1488  issued 
thereon. 

Your  decision  states  that : 

Previous  to  1886  it  had  been  held  that  the  right  under  the  grant  attached  at  the 
date  of  approval  thereof,  but  by  Commissioner's  decision  of  February  6,  of  that  year, 
in  the  case  of  Alfred  F.  Sears  against  the  company,  it  was  held  that  the  grant  was  a 
float  and  attached  to  no  particular  tract  until  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  and 
that  the  tract  involved  having  at  that  date  been  covered  by  a  homestead  entry,  was 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  act. 

The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  company  is,  in  effect,  that  the  right 
under  this  grant  attached  upon  the  passage  of  the  act;  that  all  lands 
then  firee  from  valid  adverse  right  passed,  and  that  thereafter  no  rights 
could  be  acquired,  as  against  the  grant,  by  settlement  upon  and  entry 
of  the  lands. 

It  is  true  that  the  act  recites  that  the  road  was  in  process  of  construc- 
tion at  the  date  of  its  passage,  but,  aside  firom  the  termini,  there  is 
nothing  to  give  location  to  the  road. 

The  grant  was  therefore  in  the  nature  of  a  float,  until  location  was 
made,  for,  until  that  act  was  performed,  the  lands  passing  under  the 
grant  were  incapable  of  identification. 

It  is  clear  that  the  act  itself  did  not  reserve  any  lands  prior  to  the 
definite  location  of  the  road,  for  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  it  is 
provided  that 

whenever  and  as  often  as  the  said  company  shaU  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rioff  maps  of  the  survey  and  location  of  twenty  or  more  miles  of  said  road,  the  said 
Secretary  shall  cause  the  said  granted  lands  adjacent  to  and  coterminous  with  suoh 
located  sections  of  road  to  be  segregated  from  the  public  lands. 
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This  being  so,  the  tract  m  question  was,  on  September  8, 1870,  sub- 
ject to  the  entry  by  Drews,  for  at  that  time  the  road  was,  as  yet,  un- 
located.  This  tract  was,  therefore,  lawfully  appropriated  on  September 
8, 1870,  and  was,  while  said  entry  remained  of  record,  severed  from  the 
mass  of  the  public  lands;  hence,  it  was  not  affected  by  the  location 
made  more  than  eight  months  tiiereafter^  and  the  act  of  May  4, 1870 
(supra)  ^  will  not  be  construed  to  embrace  it  or  to  operate  upon  it^ 
although  no  exception  is  made  of  it  in  the  granting  section.  Wilcox  v^ 
Jackson,  13  Pet.,  498 j  Witherspoon  v.  Duncan,  4  Wall,,  210. 

The  only  requirement  in  the  act  for  a  reservation,  or  segregation,  of 
the  lands  on  account  of  the  railroad  grant  was  upon  the  location  of  the 
road.  Jtf  at  that  time,  the  lands  were  for  any  reason  already  severed 
firom  the  mass  of  the  public  domain,  they  were  not  affected  by  the  grants 

There  is  no  requirement  in  the  act  limiting  the  time  within  which  the 
location  must  be  made,  otherwise  than  that  the  road  was  required  to 
be  built  within  six  years  from  the  date  of  its  passage. 

To  sustain  the  contention  made  by  the  company  would  have,  in  effect, 
served  to  reserve  all  the  lands  in  the  northwestern  part  of  the  State  of 
Oregon,  as  well  as  a  large  portion  of  the  State  of  Washington,  to  await 
the  pleasure  of  the  company  in  the  matter  of  the  location  of  its  road, 
for  the  ^ant  would  foUow  the  location  when  made,  and  all  settlers  in 
that  part  of  the  country  would  be  at  the  mercy  of  the  company. 

This  was  clearly  not  the  purpose  of  the  act,  for  in  providing  for  a 
reservation  upon  location,  it,  in  effect,  prohibited  any  reseirvation  until 
location,  and,  without  reservation,  rights  could  be  acquired  under  the 
public  land  laws,  the  lands  being  otherwise  subject  thereto,  which 
would  operate  to  defeat  any  subsequent  grant. 

In  its  indemnity  privilege  the  company  was  not  limited  to  these  lands 
disposed  of  prior  to  the  grant.    This  privilege  was : 

And  in  case  the  quantity  of  ten  fnU  seotiona  per  mile  cannot  be  found  on  each  side 
of  said  road,  within  the  said  limits  of  twenty  miles^  other  lands  designated  as  afore- 
said shall  be  selected  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretaxy  of  the  Interior  on  either 
side  of  any  part  of  said  road  nearest  to  and  not  more  than  twenty-five  miles  from 
the  track  of  said  ruad  to  make  up  such  deficiency. 

It  wOI  therefore  be  seen  that  ample  provision  was  made  to  protect 
the  grant. 

I  therefore  affirm  your  decision  holding  this  tract  excepted  from  the 
grants 
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BAILBOAI>  GBAXT-IKBEMKITT  SEIiBCTION— ACT  OF  JUNE  22,  1874. 

Flobida  Ey.  and  Navigation  Co.  v.  Scbitbn. 

The  right  of  a  qaallfled  settler  exeludee  the  land  eoveted  thereby  from  indemnity 
eeleotion  under  the  act  of  June  22, 1874. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  March 

21, 1892. 

I  hare  considered  the  case  of  the  Florida  Bailway  and  Navigation 
Company  v.  Oharles  L.  Scriven,  involving  the  NE.  ^  of  the  KE.  ^  of 
fiec.  2j  T.  16  8.;  B.  22  E.,  GainesviUe,  Florida,  on  appeal  by  the  com- 
pany from  your  decision  of  September  15, 1890,  holding  for  cancella- 
tion its  selection  of  said  tract. 

This  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  May 
17, 1856  (11  Stat.,  15)5*which  was  conferred  by  the  State  upon  the  At- 
lantic, Oulf  and  West  India  Transit  Company,  and  was  embraced  in  a 
list  of  selections  filed  by  said  company  January  18, 1882,  under  the  act 
of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat.,  194). 

The  Florida  Bailway  and  Navigation  Company  succeeded  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  Atlantic,  Gulf  and  West  India  Transit  Company. 

On  February  27, 1886,  Charles  L.  Scriven  presented  a  homestead  aiH 
plication  for  the  land,  alleging  settlement  in  1880,  which  was  r^ected 
by  the  local  officers  for  conflict  with  the  selection  before  named,  and 
upon  appeal  a  hearing  was  directed  by  your  letter  of  April  2, 1887, 
which  was  regularly  held,  both  parties  being  represented. 

The  following  facts  were  developed  at  said  hearing: 

Charles  Scriven,  father  of  the  present  claimant,  settled  upon  this 
land  some  time  in  1880,  with  his  family,  including  Charles  L.  Scriven, 
who  was  at  that  time  a  minor;  he  cultivated  the  land  for  two  seasons, 
and  was  in  the  actual  occupation  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  selec- 
tion by  the  company,  at  which  date  the  present  applicant  was  yet  a 
minor.  During  the  year  1883,  he  moved  from  the  land,  leaving  the 
present  claimant  thereon,  who  had  since  married,  and  continued  to 
reside  upon  and  improve  the  land,  his  improvements  consisting  of  a 
dwelling  house,  three  out-houses,  ten  acres  cleared  and  fenced,  and 
about  one  acre  planted  to  orange  trees  five  years  old — all  of  which  are 
valued  at  about  six  hundred  doUars. 

It  was  not  shown  at  the  hearing  that  Charles  Scriven,  the  father  of 
the  present  claimant,  was  qualified  to  enter  the  land  at  the  date  of  the 
company's  selection,  but  he  has  since  made  affidavit  to  the  effect  that 
at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection  he  was  qualified  to  enter  under 
either  the  homestead  or  pre-emption  laws. 

The  local  officers  held  that  the  company's  selection  was  invalid  on 
account  of  the  settlement  and  occupation  by  Charles  Scriven,  in  which 
holding  you  agree. 
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The.  company's  appeal  catutrfms  your  decision  as  giving  eflTect  to  a 
settlement  by  a  mihor^  aiul  therein  it  is  stated : 

We  do  not  concede  ikid'  ite  oocnpstion  by  the  father,  followed  by  his  abandon- 
ment;  could  defeats  ili#«oi&pany  and  innre  to  the  benefit  of  Mb  son,  who  was  a  minor 
for  over  a  yetf  sfltf  fke  selection  by  the  company,  even  if  the  father  was  a  qualified 
settler.    Bn^  oft  fhe  reoord  as  it  is,  this  point  is  removed  &om  discussion. 

Wkfle  tt  should  have  been  shown  at  the  hearing  that  Charles  Scriven 
wa%  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection^  qualified  to  make  entry  of 
the  land,  yet  his  affidavit  would,  under  the  circumstances,  seem  to  be 
sufficient  upon  this  point,  the  same  having  been  served,  and  not  dis- 
puted by  the  company,  and  a  ftirther  hearing  could  but  result  in  addi- 
ditional  expense.  His  affidavit  would  have  been  sufficient  to  have  au- 
thorized an  entry,  and  his  settlement  was  an  appropriation  as  against 
the  selection  by  the  company. 

The  act  under  which  this  selection  was  made  permits  of  a  relinquish- 
ment by  the  company  in  favor  of  persons  who  had  been  allowed  to  enter 
or  file  for  lands  to  which  it  would  be  entitled,  and  provides  that  the 
company  shall  upon  making  such  relinquishment 

be  entitled  to  select  an  equal  quantity  of  other  lands  in  lieu  thereof  from  any  of  the 
public  lands  not  mineral,  and  within  the  limits  of  the  grant,  not  otherwise  appro- 
priated at  date  of  selection,  to  which  they  shall  receiye  title  the  same  as  though 
originally  £^anted. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  intention  of  this  act  was  to  protect  settlers, 
and  the  lands  to  be  selected  in  lieu  of  those  relinquished  are  restricted 
to  those  ^^  not  otherwise  appropriated  at  the  date  of  selection." 

The  testimony  clearly  shows  that  the  tract  here  in  question  had  been 
appropriated  at  the  date  of  selection,  and  is  now  claimed  by  one  quali- 
fied to  make  entry,  with  valuable  improvements  upon  the  land,  and  to 
permit  the  company  to  acquire  title  to  this  land  would  be  to  protect  one 
settier  at  the  expense  of  another,  who  is,  perhaps,  more  deserving. 

I  therefore  affirm  your  decision,  direct  the  cancellation  of  the  com- 
pany's selection,  and  the  allowance  of  Scriven's  application. 


PBACnCE— NOTICE-ATTORNEY. 

Atkhxb  et.  al.  v.  Gseightok. 

Notice  to  an  attorney  of  record  of  any  action  taken  in  a  case  is  notice  to  the  party 
he  represents. 

Beereta/ry  JSfohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

21j  1892. 

Counsel  for  Wilson  Atkins  and  O.  E.  Morlan  have  appUed  for  an 
order  directing  you  to  transmit  to  the  Department  the  papers  in  the 
matter  of  their  contest  against  the  desert  land  entry  of  J.  M.  Oreighton 
for  the  E. }  and  the  SW.  ^  of  the  'SW.  I  of  Sec.  34,  T.  21  S.,  K  23  E., 
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Visalia  land  district,  California.  On  April  15, 1891,  yon  directed  tliat 
said  contest  be  suspended,  to  await  the  determination  of  the  contest  of 
one  T.  T.  Sollivan  against  said  entry.  Appeal  was  filed  October  13, 
1891,  which  you  by  letter  of  December  1, 1891,  refosed  to  recognize, 
because  not  filed  within  the  i>eriod  prescribed  by  the  Bules  of  Practice* 
Thereupon  the  parties  first  named  apply  for  a  certiorari,  on  the 
ground  that — 

They  liad  employed  one  James  8.  Clack  to  draw  np  the  affidavit  of  contest  for  them 
in  said  matter,  and  to  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  the  register  and  leceiTer  in  refos- 

ingtoaccept  said  contest; after  that  proceeding  they  dispensed  with 

the  setrices  of  said  Clack,  and  his  agreement  with  them  ended. The 

said  contestants,  Atkins  and  Morlan  should  not  be  denied  their  right  to  be  heard, 
and  have  theii  interests  Jeopardized,  because  a  person  who  had  once  been  employed 
by  them  as  attorney  received  a  notice  of  which  there  were  no  instructions  authoriz* 
ing  the  sending  thereof. 

If  the  applicants  had  filed  in  the  local  ofSce  a  statement  that  Clack 
was  no  longer  their  attorney^  and  directed  that  any  notices  relative  to 
the  case  should  thereafter  be  sent  to  themselves  personally^  their  con- 
tention  is  correct;  but  it  is  not  shown  that  they  had  filed  any  such 
statement.  So  long  as  the  appearance  of  an  attorney  stands  of  record 
in  a  case,  and  there  remains  anything  to  be  done  in  connection  with 
that  case,  notice  of  which  should  be  sent  to  the  parties  in  Interest,  no- 
tice to  such  attorney  is  notice  to  the  client.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the 
parties  are  bound  by  the  notice  sent  to  their  attorney  of  record. 

Their  appeal  was  properly  rejected,  and  there  is  no  reason  shown  why 
a  writ  of  certiorari  should  be  issued. 

The  application  is  denied. 

BAIL.BOAI>  GRANT— RELIXQUISHMENT-SETTLEMENT  BIGHT. 

Flobida  Ey.  aot)  Navigation  Co.  v.  Williams. 

The  relinquishment  of  June  25,  1881,  in  favor  of  "actual  hona  fide  settlers''  does 
not  extend  to  one  who  was  at  said  date  not  a  qualified  settler,  being  a  minor 
and  not  the  head  of  a  family, 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offtoe^  March 

21,1892. 

The  appeal  of  the  Florida  Railway  and  Navigation  Company  fh>m 
your  decision  of  November  16, 1890,  involves  the  right  to  the  W.  i  of 
the  NW.  J  and  the  W.  ^  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  35,  T.  29  8.,  E.  20  B., 
Gainesville  district,  Florida. 

The  W.  i  of  the  NW.  J  is  within  the  primary  and  the  W.  ^  of  the 
SW.  ^  is  in  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to  that  company,  formerly 
known  as  the  Atlantic,  Gulf  and  West  India  Transit  Company. 

The  only  question  for  determination  is,  whether  the  claim  of  said 
company  to  the  said  tract  was  relinquished  by  its  waiver  of  June  25^ 
1881« 
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Prior  to  that  date,  namely,  on  April  1, 1875,  in  pursuance  of  negotia- 
tions with  this  Department,  the  board  of  directors  of  said  company 
resolved: 

That  this  company  hereby  waives  all  claim  to  so  much  of  the  lands  on  each  side  of 
their  line  of  road^  between  Waldo  and  Tampa  Bay,  to  which  this  company  is  entitled 
by  law,  as  may  be  found  by  the  General  Land  Department,  at  Washington,  to  be 
oocnpied  by  settlers  who  may  be  entitled  to  equitable  relief  up  to  December  13,  1875, 
saving  and  reserving  to  this  company  any  and  all  rights  of  indemnity  vested  in  the 
company  under  existing  laws. 

Upon  request  by  this  Department,  said  company,  on  June  25, 1881, 
executed  a  further  waiver,  as  follows: 

In  dae  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  the  company  has  decided  to  extend 
the  relinquishment  or  waiver  heretofore  made  to  all  actual  hona  fide  settlers  who 
made  improvements  prior  to  the  16th  day  of  March,  1881,  upon  which  date  your  in- 
structionB  were  issued  to  the  local  land  officers.  The  Department  can  accordingly 
apply  this  waiver  or  relinquishment  in  its  action  upon  the  cases  of  all  actual  settlers 
who  shall  have  entitled  themselves  to  patents.  In  making  this  relinquishment  the 
company  reserves  the  right  to  select,  under  the  act  of  June  22,  1874,  equal  quanti- 
ties of  other  land  in  lieu  of  tracts  embraced  in  such  entries  as  may  be  relieved 
hereby. 

Under  this  last  waiver,  Williams  claims  the  right  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  this  land,  based  upon  the  following  &icts,  as  shown  by  the 
record  transmitted  with  the  appeal: 

March  16, 1888,  he  applied  to  make  homestead  entry,  which  was  re- 
jected by  the  register,  <<  for  the  reason  land  applied  for  has  been  selected 
by  the  F.  R.  &  K  Co.,  per  list  1  filed  April  6, 1888  ('87),  which  list  is 
now  on  apx>eal  before  Hon.  Secretary.''  He  appealed  from  this  rejec- 
tion,  and  on  June  27, 1888,  your  office  directed  a  hearing  to  determine 
^'  the  date  of  Williams'  settlement,  the  duration  of  his  residence,  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  improvements  and  cultivation,  and  his  entire 
connection  with  the  land,  also  his  personal  qualifications  a«  a  home- 
stead claimant." 

At  such  hearing  it  appeared  from  the  testimony  of  claimant  himself 
that  his  &ther  went  on  the  land  March  10, 1880,  with  his  family,  among 
whom  was  the  claimant,  then  a  boy,  thirteen  years  of  age;  that  there 
were  at  that  time  some  improvements  on  the  land  made  by  one  Bawls, 
which  claimant  purchased  for  eighty  dollars.  Bawls  had,  in  A  pril,  1878, 
filed  a  declaratory  statement  for  the  W.  J  of  the  NW.  J,  alleging  settle- 
ment in  March  of  the  same  year;  that  he  (claimant)  has  lived  on  the 
land  ever  since,  and  that  the  improvements  are  now  worth  eight  hun- 
dred dollars.  He  never  was  the  head  of  a  family,  but  lived  with  his 
father  until  1882  or  '83,  when  his  father  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
east  halves  of  the  northeast  and  southeast  quarters  of  Sec.  34,  which 
join  the  land  in  controversy  on  the  west,  and  he,  with  his  father  and 
family,  continued  to  live  in  the  same  house,  which  appears  to  have  been 
built  so  as  to  embrace  both  claims* 

14561— VOL  14 ^19 
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It  does  not  api)ear  from  the  evidence  that  the  father  ever  laid  any 
claim  to  the  land  in  controversy^  or  made  any  improvements  thereon. 

All  the  improvements  were  made  by  the  claimant,  and  he,  and  not 
his  father,  paid  the  eighty  dollars  to  Bawls  for  the  improvements  he  had 
put  upon  the  land,  although  it  appears  that  all  or  nearly  all  of  Bawls' 
improvements  were  upon  the  land  subsequently  entered  by  the  father  of 
claimant. 

Thus,  it  appears,  that  at  the  date  of  the  waiver,  June  25, 1881,  the 
settlement  of  the  boy  alone  is  all  that  can  be  invoked  to  bring  this  land 
within  the  conditions  of  the  waiver.  Bawls  was  not  at  that  time  a  set- 
tler, for  he  had  abandoned  his  claim  and  sold  his  improvements,  and  it 
can  not  be  claimed  by  right  of  claimant's  father,  for  he  was  never  a 
claimant  for  the  land  under  any  of  the  land  laws. 

Before  the  claimant  had  become  a  qualified  settler,  the  land  in  the 
indemnity  limits  was  selected  by  the  company. 

No  discussion,  it  seems  to  me,  is  necessary  to  show  that  ^<  an  actual 
bona  fide  settler"  must  be  one  capable  of  aequiring  title  from  the  gov- 
ernment— ^that  is,  he  must  be  qualified  to  make  settlement  and  entry 
under  some  one  of  the  land  laws.  A  minor,  not  the  head  of  a  family, 
equally  with  an  alien,  is  disqualified  to  make  settlement,  filing,  or  entry, 
or  to  initiate  any  rights  under  the  land  laws,  and  the  settlement,  occu- 
pation, and  improvement  of  one  so  disqualified  will  not  except  the  land 
settled  upon  from  the  operation  of  a  grant  to  a  railroad.  Central  Pa- 
cific B.  B.  Co.  V,  Taylor  et  ad.,  11  L.  D.,  354;  same  v.  Booth,  id.,  89; 
Titamore  v.  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  463. 

It  was  to  protect  the  interests  of  bona  fide  settlers  that  this  waiver 
was  made — that  is,  it  was  a  withdrawal  of  the  claim  of  the  road  as 
against  such  settlers,  so  that  they  might  go  on  and  perfect  their  claims 
to  the  land  as  if  no  grant  had  been  made  to  the  company.  Kow,  a  dis- 
qualified settler  would  have  no  claim  to  protect. 

This  applicant  was  disqualified  when  the  waiver  was  made;  it  there- 
fore could  have  no  application  to  his  settlement.  That  part  of  the  land 
within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  was  never  relinquished  by  the 
company,  and  the  record  shows  that  the  company  made  selection  of  the 
part  within  the  indemnity  limits  before  the  applicant  had  become  a 
qualified  settler. 

The  application  of  Williams  to  make  entry  of  the  land  is  therefore 
denied. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  reversed. 
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SCHOOL  LAia>-STJBTEir-SETTLEMENT. 

FBANDS  0.  GEUNDVia. 

A  snrvey  of  land  embraced  within  a  reseiration  does  not  ezclnde  snbseqnent  settle- 
ment on  a  school  section  ooyered  thereby^  where  such  survey  does  not  conform 
to  the  system  of  public  snrveySy  and  for  that  reason  a  resnrvey  is  found  neces- 
sary. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  ike  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Lcmd  Offioej  March  22^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Frands  0.  Omndvig  from  yonr  deci- 
sion of  December  16, 1890,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  lots  6  and  6  and  S  i  If  W  i,  section  36,  T.  18  8.,  E.  1  W.,  8. 
L.  M.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  Territory,  land  district,  for  the  reason  that 
said  section  is  reserved  for  school  purposes. 

On  J^ovember  6, 1890,  the  appellant  filed  in  the  local  land  ofBce  an 
affidayit  setting  forth  that  he  had  settled  upon  this  land  in  the  first 
part  of  Hovember,  1878;  that  he  had  made  certain  improvements 
thereon  and  was  still  in  occupation  of  the  same;  he  asked  to  be  allowed 
to  make  homestead  entry  therefor  under  section  2290,  Eevised  Statutes. 
This  application  was  rejected  because  the  land  was  situate  in  a  school 
section.  From  this  action  he  appealed,  and  on  December  16th  follow- 
ing, your  office  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers.  Tou  say  upon 
examination  of  the  records  ot  your  office,  you  do  not  find  that  the  re- 
jection was  contrary  to  law  and  the  regulations.  Grundvig  again 
appealed. 

You  state  in  your  decision  that  the  lines  of  the  public  survey  had 
been  regularly  extended  over  this  land  long  prior  to  the  date  of  this 
settlement,  etc.  Tou  do  not  give  the  date  of  the  survey.  This  land 
was  embraced  in  the  ^'  San  Pete  "  Indian  reservation,  and  was  surveyed 
into  forty  acre  tracts  in  1856.  It  was  restored  or  opened  to  entry  by 
letter  "  C  "  of  December  6, 1878.  The  surveys  made  in  townships  18 
and  19  south,  E.  1,  W.,  which  were  in  the  reservation,  did  not  conform 
to  the  official  survey  of  the  balance  of  the  townships,  and  the  plats  of 
the  surveys  were  suspended.  After  the  land  was  opened  to  entry,  to 
wit,  on  March  29, 1879,  contracts  for  surveying  the  restored  portions 
of  the  townships  were  made,  and  the  surveys  were  completed  during 
the  summer  of  1879.  The  plats  were  approved  August  13, 1879,  and 
were  posted  in  the  general  land  office  September  30th  following. 

On  June  6, 1879,  your  predecessor.  Commissioner  Williamson,  wrote 
to  the  register  and  receiver  at  Salt  Lake  City  (Vol.  147,  p.  167),  in  ref- 
erence to  an  application  of  James  Eobbins  to  make  entry  in  section 
2^^  T.  19,  E.  1,  which  land  was  in  the  exact  status  of.  the  land  in  con 
troversy,  and  after  stating  briefly  the  history  of  the  lands  formerly  in 
the  San  Fete  reservation,  said  that  they  were  unsurveyed  lands,  and 
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he  concluded  his  letter  as  follows :  "  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  you  will 
aUow  Mr.  Eobbins  to  make  said  entry  as  for  unsurveyed  lands." 

An  inspection  of  the  surveys  as  platted,  and  on  file  in  your  office, 
shows  that  when  the  survey  of  1879  was  made,  it  was  found  that  the 
survey  of  the  lands  in  the  reservation  did  not  conform  to  the  official 
survey  of  the  township  by  nearly  twenty  chains  on  the  lines  running 
north  and  south. 

In  view  of  the  facts  shown  by  the  records  of  your  office,  and  follow- 
ing the  letter  of  your  predecessor,  who  had  the  survey  of  1879  made, 
and  who  was  familiar  with  all  the  facts  at  the  time  the  letter  was  writ- 
ten, I  reverse  your  decision  and  hold  that  in  November,  1878,  this  land 
was  properly  regarded  as  "  unsurveyed  land." 

I  return  herewith  the  papers  in  the  case,  for  appropriate  action  by 
your  office. 

ALABAMA  LANDS -ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1888. 

James  W.  Buenum. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1883,  does  not  require  a  public  offering  of  land  that  is  returned 
as  containing  ''iron/'  If  such  return  does  not  show  that  said  land  is  '' valuable '^ 
on  account  of  the  iron  it  contains. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  March 

22^  1892. 

James  W.  Burnum  owns  and  resides  on  an  original  farm  of  eighty 
acres,  described  aa  the  SW  J  of  NW  J  and  NW  J  of  8  W  i  of  section 
11,  T.  13  S.,  R.  1  E.,  Huntsville,  Alabama. 

On  July  22, 1890,  he  applied  to  enter  an  additional  forty  acres,  de- 
scribed as  the  NW  J  of  the  NW  J  of  the  same  section.  The  application 
was  rejected  by  the  register  and  receiver,  because  the  tract  ^*is  classed 
on  the  mineral  Ust  as  valuable  for  coal." 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  the  finding  of  the  local  land  of&ce  to  you, 
and  on  January  12, 1891,  after  considering  said  appeal  you  affirmed 
the  Unding  of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  found,  among  other  things, 
that, — 

Tlie  original  mineral  list  in  this  office  contains  the  tract  involved,  and  it  is  re- 
ported  as  containing  "iron/'  The  land  has  not  been  offered  as  contemplated  by  the 
act,  and  it  is  not  therefore  subject  to  entry. 

Applicant  has  appealed  fipom  your  judgment  to  this  Department. 

It  is  to  be  noticed  that  the  register  and  receiver  state  that  the  tract 
has  been  reported  as  being  "  valuable  for  coal,'^  while  you  state  in  yoiur 
decision  that  "it  is  reported  as  containing  ^iron.'"  It  has  however 
been  ascertained,  upon  examination  of  tbe  record  in  your  office,  that 
your  statement  of  what  it  contains  is  correct. 

The  actof  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat.,  487),  provided  that  all  lands  that  had 
been  reported  as  containing  coal  and  iron  should  not  thereafter  be  sub- 
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ject  to  homestead  entry,  until  said  lands  had  first  been  offered  at  public 
sale.  lu  the  circular  of  April  9, 1883  (1  L.  D.,  655)^  the  local  land  offi- 
cers were  directed  not  to  allow  entries  of  tracts  that  had  been  investi- 
gated and  reported  as  "valuable"  for  minerals. 

The  tract  in  controversy  was  within  the  limits  of  the  belt  of  lands 
reported  as  containing  minerals,  but  upon  investigation  it  is  shown  to 
have  been  classed  simply  as  containing  "  iron." 

There  are  only  two  classes  of  lands  reported  as  being  mineral  in 
Alabama  which  may  be  disposed  of  without  first  being  offered: 

First — Such  as  were  included  in  an  entry  on  March  3, 1883,  when  the 
act  was  approved,  or  land  at  that  date  covered  by  actual  legal  settle- 
ment. 

Second — Land  not  reported  as  "valuable"  for  coal  or  iron. 

The  tract  in  question  was  not  included  within  an  entry,  nor  was  it 
settled  upon  on  March  3, 1883.  Applicant's  settlement  on  his  original 
entry,  and  his  using  this  tract,  does  not  constitute  settlement  or  resi- 
dence upon  it    John  W.  FarriU  (13  L.  D.,  713). 

It  has  been  seen,  however,  that  this  tract  of  land  has  never  been  re- 
ported as  being  valuable  for  coal  or  iron.  The  mere  report  that  the 
land  contains  "iron,"  without  any  statement  that  it  is  valuable  by 
rea^H)n  thereof,  will  not  prevent  the  land  from  being  subject  to  entry 
be^re  it  is  offered.    Avery  v.  Smith  (12  L.  D.,  660). 

The  soundness  of  this  construction  is  made  to  appear  all  the  more 
forcible  when  we  consider  that  those  parties  who  examined  the  tracts 
in  this  belt  of  mineral  lands,  reported  some  of  the  tracts  as  "valuable" 
for  "coal,"  or  "iron,"  and  others  merely  as  "containing  coal  or  iron." 
The  inference  to  be  drawn  irom  these  reports  is,  I  think,  that  lands 
like  the  tract  in  question,  not  reported  as  valuable  for  coal  or  iron, 
really  have  no  value  other  than  for  agricultural  puriwses. 

The  affidavits  accompanying  the  application  for  entry  in  the  case  at 
bar  show  that  the  land  has  no  value  except  for  agricultural  purposes. 

Your  judgment  is  reversed,  and  you  are  directed  to  allow  the  appli- 
cation. 


EXTENSION  OF  TIME  FOR  PAYMENT. 

Circular.  . 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

General  Land  Office, 

Washingtony  D,  C,  January  14^  1891. 
Registers  and  Receivers 

United  States  District  Land  Offices, 

Gentlemen:  In  reference  to  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress  to  ex- 
tend the  time  of  payment  to  settlers  on  the  public  lands  in  certain 
cases,  which  forms  the  subject  of  departmental  circular  of  October  27, 
1890, 11  L.  D.,  417, 1  have  now  to  communicate  the  following  as  addi- 
tional rules  to  be  observed  in  giving  effect  thereto,  viz: 

1.  You  will  not  accept  any  application  for  extension  under  said 
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resolution  until  the  party  shall  have  in  due  course  submitted  final  proof 
on  his  claim,  and  the  same  shall  have  been  found  satisfactory  to  you, 
and  should  any  such  application  be  made  prior  to  the  submission  of  the 
proof  and  your  favorable  finding  thereon,  you  will  reject  the  applica- 
tion, so  advise  the  applicant,  and  intbrm  him  that  he  acquired  no  right 
thereby  under  said  joint  resolution. 

2.  After  application  received  according  to  the  foregoing  rule,  you 
will  note  upon  your  records  in  pencil  that  the  same  has  been  filed,  and 
transmit  it  together  with  the  testimony  filed  in  support  thereof,  and  the 
final  proof  submitted  and  found  satisfsictory  by  you,  as  above,  accom- 
panied by  your  report,  and  await  further  instructions. 

3.  Thereafter  you  will  allow  no  filing  or  entry  for  the  land  covered 
by  the  claim  sought  to  be  perfected  until  decision  of  this  office  on  the 
pending  application. 

4.  You  will  be  careAil  to  distinguish  between  an  application  under 
said  joint  resolution  for  an  extension  of  time  for  payment,  and  an  ap- 
plication for  leave  of  absence  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1889,  the  sub- 
ject of  circulars  of  8th  March,  1889,  8  L.  D.,  314,  and  September  19, 
1889,  9  L.  D.,  433,  which  are  still  in  force. 

Very  respectfully, 

Lewis  A.  Gboff, 

OammisHaner. 

Approved: 
John  W.  I^oble, 
Secretary. 


MINING  CLAIM— SURVEY— M:nrERAI«  MONUMENT. 

Eugene  McCarthy. 

The  general  rnle  as  to  the  connection  of  a  mining  claim  with  the  pnblio  sarveyB  it 
not  abrogated*  by  the  departmental  decision  heretofore  rendered  in  this  case. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land   Office^  March 

15j  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  February  19, 1892,  referring  to  de- 
partmental decision  of  January  27, 1S93,  in  the  matter  of  the  Kendall 
Mountain  Placer  (14  L.D.,  105),  In  that  decision  it  was  held  that  the 
omission  in  the  published  notice  of  the  line  directly  connecting  said 
claim  with  the  Silverton  monument  was  immaterial,  inasmuch  as  said 
notice  showed  that  said  claim  was  sufficiently  connected  with  said  mouu- 
ment  by  being  connected  with  a  corner  of  the  Silverton  townsite,  which 
was  also  a  comer  of  the  Clemmons  placer,  both  patented,  which  comer 
was  directly  connected  with  said  monument;  and  that  this  secondary 
connection  with  the  Silverton  monument  was  a  substantial  compliance 
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with  the  general  rule  as  to  the  connection  of  the  survey  of  a  mining 
claim  with  a  mineral  monument.    It  was  not  the  intention  of  that  de- 
cision to  abrogate  the  general  rule,  but  to  show  that  in  that  particular 
case  there  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  that  rule. 
No  instructions  are  deemed  necessary. 


OKLAHOMA  TOWNSITE— TBUSTEB8— PATEKT. 

Insteuotions. 

The  issuance  of  patent  to  townsite  trastees  is  not  a  disposition  of  tiie  government 
title,  but  a  conveyance  thereof^  in  tmst;  to  be  held  nnder  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  Attorney  General  wiU  be  requested  to  direct  the  proper  district  attorney  to  ap- 
pear on  behalf  of  said  trastees,  if  judicial  proceedings  are  institnted  to  oontrol 
their  action  in  the  disposition  of  title. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  OhamMer  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  OfficOy  March  15, 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  February  25, 1892,  indosing  a  letter 
from  John  Foster,  chairman  of  board  No.  6,  Oklahoma  townsite  trustees, 
dated  February  1, 1892,  and  asking  for  instructions  as  to  the  proper 
answer  that  should  be  given  to  the  questions  asked  in  Mr.  Foster's 
letter. 

Said  letter  states  that  the  townsite  trustees  are  in  receipt  of  patents 
for  the  tracts  included  in  the  entries  of  East  Guthrie  and  Capitol  Hill 
townsites,  and  that  they  expect  actions  will  be  commenced  by  the  home- 
stead claimants  against  them  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  judicial 
declaration  that  the  trustees  are  holding  the  legal  title  in  tarust  for  the 
homestead  claimants,  and  for  a  decree  directing  them  to  transfer  to  said 
claimants  the  legal  title  to  said  tracts. 

It  is  further  stated  in  said  letter  that, — 

It  has  been  suggested  to  us  that  the  U.  S.  Attorney  has  been  directed  to  take  care 
of  this  matter,  but  if  that  is  so,  we  have  no  official  notice. 

We  can  not  understand  in  what  manner  the  goyemment  is  interested  after  the 
issuance  of  the  patent,  and  after  the  United  States  has  parted  with  the  title,  and 
particularly  to  the  ext-ent  of  fhmishiug  attorneys  and  paying  expenses  incident  to 
litigation  without  surcharging  the  same  upon  the  occupants. 

We  are  now  nearing  the  point  where  under  our  instructions  we.  must  levy  the  as- 
sessment upon  the  lots,  and  therefore  we  ask — 

1st.  Shall  we  levy  for  the  expenses  incident  to  this  litigation  f 

2nd.  About  what  amount  shaU  we  levy  ? 

3rd.  Shall  we  select  and  employ  counsel,  or  will  the  government  relieve  us  of  that 
burden  f 

In  answer  to  your  communication  I  have  to  state  that  by  the  act  ol 
Congress  approved  May  14, 1890  (26  Stats.,  109),  special  provision  was 
made  for  townsite  entries  of  lands  in  Oklahoma.  Section  one  of  this 
act  provides  that  certain  portions  of  the  public  lands  in  Oklahoma  may 
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be  entered  as  townsites  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants  thereof 
by  three  trustees  to  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for 
that  purpose,  and  when  the  entry  shall  have  been  made  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  prescribe  regulations  for  the  guidance  of  the  trus- 
tees in  the  proper  execution  of  their  trust. 

Section  two  prescribes  what  shall  be  taken  as  evidence  of  occupancy 
by  lot  claimants. 

Section  three  relates  to  conveyances  of  church  lots,  and  section  four 
directs — 

That  all  lots  not  diAposed  of  as  hereinbefore  provided  for  shall  be  sold  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  the  benefit  of  the  municipal  government 
of  any  such  town,  or  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  may  be  reserved  for  public  use  aa 
sites  for  public  buildings,  or  for  the  purpose  of  parks,  if  in  the  judgment  of  the  Sec- 
rotary,  such  reservation  would  be  for  the  public  interest,  and  the  Secretary  shall 
ezeoute  proper  conveyances  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Section  six  prescribes  the  manner  of  adjudicating  the  entries,  and 
directs  that  <^  when  final  entry  is  made,  the  title  of  the  United  States 
to  the  land  covered  by  such  entry  shall  be  conveyed  to  said  trustees  for 
the  uses  and  purposes  herein  provided.^ 

Section  seven  provides  that  the  trustees  apx)ointed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  have  power  to  administer  oaths,  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine all  controversies  arising  in  the  execution  of  said  act,  and  they  are 
required  to  "  keep  a  record  of  their  proceedings  which  shall,  with  all 
papers  filed  with  them  and  all  evidence  of  their  official  acts,  except  con- 
veyances, be  filed  In  the  General  Land  Office,  and  become  part  of  the 
records  of  the  same.**  The  trustees,  by  said  section,  are  allowed  such 
compensation,  clerk  hire  and  traveling  expenses  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may  authorize,  not  exceeding  a  certain  amount. 

On  June  18, 1890,  instructions  were  issued  by  me  to  guide  the  tnistees 
in  the  execution  of  their  trust.  (10  L.  D.,  666.)  Among  other  things, 
appeals  were  directed  to  be  allowed  to  interested  parties  from  any 
judgment  made  by  said  trustees,  etc. 

On  May  8, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  612),  the  above  paragraph  of  instruction 
was  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following, — 

and  a  failure  to  appeal  as  herein  provided  shaU  not  be  construed  as  a  waiver  of,  or 
to  prejudice  the  rights  of  either  party,  nor  held  to  preclude  suits  in  the  courts  in  case 
the  party  entitled  to  appeal  desires  to  proceed  in  that  manner  for  the  purpose  of  set* 
tling  the  title  to  the  lot  or  lots  in  controversy. 

A  complete  history  of  the  legislation  of  Congress,  and  the  ac^udioa- 
tion  of  the  courts  on  the  subject  of  the  disi)08al  of  the  public  lands,  may 
be  seen  in  the  additional  instructions  under  the  act  in  question.  (13 
L.  D.,  9) 

These  last  named  instructions  were  given  mainly  to  show  that  that 
part  of  my  instructions  found  in  10  L.  D.,  666,  directing  the  allowance 
of  appeals  from  a  judgment  of  the  trustees,  was  maintained  by  pre- 
cedent. 
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It  seems  to  me,  if  the  iDstructions  heretofore  given  are  correct,  and 
such  as  are  anthorized  under  the  act,  it  follows  that  the  views  taken  by 
the  townsite  trustees,  that  the  government  is  not  interested  after  the 
patents  have  been  given  said  trustees,  are  incorrect. 

Section  four  of  the  act  in  question  provides  that  after  the  lot-holders 
have  received  deeds  from  the  trustees,  the  surplus  lots  within  the  town- 
site  shall  be  sold  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
for  the  benefit  of  the  municipal  government,  or  he  may  reserve  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  public  use,  etc. 

This  provision,  directing  me  to  dispose  of  surplus  property,  has  refer- 
ence to  the  proi)erty  inside  the  townsite  remaining  after  the  trustees 
have  deeded  the  lots  to  the  holders  thereof.  Of  course,  the  trustees 
have  no  authority  to  make  deeds  for  any  of  these  lots  until,  in  pursuance 
of  the  provisions  of  the  a<5t  under  which  they  were  appointed,  they  have 
received  from  the  government  the  patents  for  the  lands. 

By  reference  to  said  section  four  it  will  be  noticed,  not  only  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  dispose  of  surplus  lots  and 
property,  or  to  reserve  the  same  for  public  parks,  but  that  he  "  shall 
execute  proper  conveyances  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion." 

If,  as  intimated  by  the  trustees,  title  passed  from  the  government 
when  the  patent  for  all  the  lands  within  the  townsite  entry  was  issued 
to  the  trustees,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  powerless  to 
"  execute  proper  conveyances,  etc.",  or,  in  fact  any  kind  of  conveyances. 

The  purpose  of  the  act  was  to  afford  a  speedy  way  by  means  of 
trustees,  in  which  townsite  claimants  could  secure  their  homes.  The 
act  makes  all  these  cases  special,  and  the  trustees  are  to  take  and  hold 
the  title  of  the  government  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  merely  for  convenience.  If  this  was  not  true,  the  act  would 
not  have  provided  that  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  the  surplus 
lauds  should  be  disposed  of. 

The  trustees  appointed  under  this  act  are  trustees  of  the  government 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  trust  created  by  the  act,  and  from 
the  general  scope  of  the  act,  I  think  it  is  clear  that  Congress  intended 
that  this  Department,  charged  by  general  law  with  the  disposal  of  the 
public  domain,  should  exercise  a  supervisory  control  over  the  execution 
of  said  trust. 

The  issuance  of  patents  in  such  cases  is  not  technically  a  disposal  of 
the  land;  it  only  placed  the  title  in  such  a  condition  that  it  might  be 
conveniently  transferred  and  the  land  be  disposed  of  to  actual  holders 
under  the  townsite  law. 

The  title  of  the  government  does  not  actually  pass  until  the  trustees 
have  conveyed  the  lands  to  the  individual  owners,  and  up  to  that  time 
the  United  States  has  jurisdiction  thereover.  These  trustees  are  ap- 
I>oiuted  by  the  government  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  trust 
declared  by  the  act    They  are  engaged  in  the  public  service,  and  if 
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attacked  in  the  courts  should  be  defended  by  the  United  States  attor- 
neys. 

Entertaining  these  views,  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  formulate 
answers  to  the  questions  propounded  by  Mr.  Foster.  You  will  direct 
him  that  if  suit  be  entered  against  the  townsite  board,  he  will  at  once 
notify  you  of  the  fact,  and  when  you  have  called  the  attention  of  the 
Department  thereto,  the  Attomey-Gteneral  will  be  requested  to  direct 
the  proper  district  attorney  to  appear  on  behalf  of  said  board.  The 
letter  of  the  19th  of  February,  1892,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Townsite 
Board  No.  2,  Oklahoma  City,  referred  to  by  you,  is  hereby  recalled. 


ABANDONED  MILITABT  RESEBVATIOK— IMPBOTBMElTrS. 

FOET    CEAWFOBD. 

The  impTovements  on  an  abandoned  military  reservation  may  be  sold  separately 
under  section  3,  act  of  July  5, 1884,  where  the  lands  on  which  they  stand  are 
not  subject  to  disposition  under  said  act. 

Secretary  Noble  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  March 

18y  1892. 

By  letter  of  December  30, 1891,  you  asked  to  be  instructed  as  to 
what  disposition  shall  be  made  of  the  buildings  pertaining  to  the  Fort 
CraAvford  military  reservation,  and  the  lands  surrounding  them. 

It  seems  this  reservation,  which  was  created  by  executive  order  of 
March  12, 1884,  embraced  something  over  eight  thousand  acres  of  land, 
all  within  the  limits  of  the  Ute  Indian  reservation  in  Colorado.  A 
portion  of  the  military  reservation  was  abandoned  by  the  authorities 
and  turned  over  to  this  Department  by  the  President's  order  of  July 
22, 1884.  As  to  these  lands,  it  was  held  that  they  did  not  come  within 
the  scope  of  the  act  of  July  6, 1884,  (23  Stat,  103)  providing  for  the  dis- 
position ot  abandoned  military  reservations,  but  were  to  be  disposed 
of  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  (21  Stat.,  199)  making  provision  for 
the  disposition  of  the  lands  in  said  Ute  Indian  reservation.  (L.  V. 
Bryant,  3  L.  D.,  296). 

By  the  President's  order  of  October  2, 1890,  the  remainder  of  the  lands 
in  said  military  reservation  were  turned  over  to  this  Department  for 
disposition  under  the  act  of  July  5, 1884  swpra.  Upon  the  suggestion 
of  this  Department  in  letter  of  October  9, 1890,  that  these  lands  could 
"only  be  disposed  of  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  16, 1880,^^  the 
order  was  so  changed  as  to  read  <<  for  disposition  under  the  act  of  July 
5, 1884,  or  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  by  law." 

Ton  now  ask  to  be  instructed  as  to  what  disposition  shall  be  made  of 
the  buildings  pertaining  to  said  post,  and  the  lands  surrounding  them, 
but  express  no  opinion  on  the  premises  and  make  no  suggestion.  It 
would  be  of  great  assistance  if,  in  matters  of  this  kind,  you  would  give 
your  views  on  the  questions  involved. 
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A  question  very  similar  to  the  one  here  presented  arose  in  connection 
with  the  disposition  of  the  land  within  the  Fort  Dodge  military  reser- 
vation. The  holding  of  yonr  office  that  such  part  of  said  reservation 
as  was  made  up  of  Osage  Indian  lands  could  be  disposed  of  only  under 
the  act  of  May  28, 1880,  (21  Stat.,  143)  and  the  action  directing  the 
local  officers  to  allow  filings  therefor  under  said  act,  "with  the  excep- 
tion, however,  of  tracts  upon  which  buildings  were  erected  by  the  gov- 
ernment for  military  purposes  are  located,^'  which  tracts  were  declared 
to  be  reserved  from  disx>osal  until  such  buildings  should  be  appraised 
and  sold  was  approved  by  this  Department.  Hiram  Wing  (10  L.  D.^ 
602).  That  decision  not  only  recognized  the  authority  to  reserve  fipom 
disposal  the  land  upon  which  such  buildings  stood,  but  also  the  author- 
ity to  sell  such  buildings.    It  was  said : 

Section  three  thereof  (act  of  July  5,  1884)  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
canBe  snch  buildings  to  be  appraised  and  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  for  cash. 

Said  section  three  provides  first  for  the  appraisement  of  improve- 
ments, buildings,  etc.,  and  the  sale  thereoi^  together  with  the  tract  or 
lot  on  which  they  stand,  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  then  pro- 
vides as  follows: 

or  he  may  in  his  discretion,  canse  the  improyements  to  be  sold  separately,  at  pnblio 
sale  for  cash,  at  not  less  than  the  appraised  valaC;  to  be  remoyed  by  the  purchaser 
within  such  time  as  may  be  prescribed,  first  giving  the  sixty  days  public  notice  be- 
fore provided;  and  if  in  any  case  the  lands  and  improvements,  or  the  improvementa 
separately,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  not  sold  for  want  of  bidders,  then  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  may,  in  his  discretion,  cause  the  same  to  be  re-offered  for  sale,  at  any 
subsequent  time,  in  the  same  manner  as  above  provided  or  may  cause  the  same  to  be 
sold  at  private  sale  at  not  less  than  the  appraised  value. 

The  provisions  of  this  act  are  broad  enough  to  include  the  disx)08i- 
tion  of  buildings  situated  as  these  in  question  are,  and  the  fact  that 
the  laad  upon  which  they  stand  may  not  be  sold  with  them  is  sufficient 
reason  for  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  to  cause  the 
sale  of  such  improvements  separately.  You  are  therefore  instructed 
that  said  buildings  and  improvements  will  be  disposed  of  under  the 
provisions  of  said  act  of  July  5, 1884,  quoted  above,  and  you  wiU  take 
such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  that  end. 


PBOGASDINGS  BY  THS  GOVBBI9^MBNT— PREFERENCE  BIGHT. 

BABBOUB  V.  BONNEY  ET  AL. 

It  Is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  acquisition  of  a  preference  right  of  entry  under 
section  2,  act  of  May  14;  1880,  that  the  contestant  shall  pay  the  fees  of  l^e  land 
office  in  the  proceedings  that  result  in  canceUation. 

Fir$i  Assistant  Seoreta/ry  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  March  J23j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  George  H.  Barbour,  from  your  de- 
cision dated  February  7, 1891,  rejecting  his  claim  for  the  S  J  of  sec- 
tion 21,  T.  21  K,  E.  4  B.,  Helena,  Montana,  and  allowing  Lewis   B. 
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Bonney  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  SW  J,  and  Thomas  F.  Burns 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  SE  ^  of  said  section,  under  their  sev- 
eral applications  filed  in  the  local  ofiice  on  October  21,  and  rejected 
two  days  later  by  the  local  officers  "  for  the  reason  that  one  George  H. 
Barbour  has  a  preference  right  of  entry  by  virtue  of  having  initiated 
contest  proceedings  prior  to  action  of  the  government." 

It  appears  that  said  tracts  were  covered  by  a  desert  land  entry  of 
one  Henry  O'Hagan,  which  was  canceled  by  your  office  on  October  18, 
1890,  and  hence  were  open  to  the  homestead  applications  of  Bonney 
and  Burns,  subject  to  the  legal  rights  of  any  other  persons. 

The  local  officers  rejected  the  homestead  applications  because  said 
Barbour  had  a  preference  right  of  entry,  on  account  of  having  initiated 
contest  proceedings  against  said  desert  entry  "  prior  to  proceedings  by 
the  government."  This  was  clearly  error  on  the  part  of  the  local  offi- 
cers, for  it  appears  that  said  Barbour  did  not  contest  said  desert  entry, 
but  the  same  was  canceled  by  your  office  upon  proceedings  initiated  by 
the  government.  It  is  insisted  by  Barbour  that  he  offered  to  contest 
said  desert  entry,  but  was  dissuaded  from  doing  so  by  the  register,  be- 
cause the  entry  could  be  canceled  more  quickly  by  proceedings  by  the 
government  and  at  less  expense.  Conceding  this  to  be  true,  Barbour 
could  acquire  no  preference  right  by  any  proceedings,  initiated  by  the 
government,  and  without  any  expense  to  him.  It  is  one  of  the  condi- 
tions precedent  to  securing  a  preference  right  of  entry  under  section  2 
of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880  (21  Stat.,  140),  that  the  contestant  "  has 
paid  the  land  office  fees,"  in  the  contest  which  results  in  the  cancella- 
tion of  the  contested  entry.  There  is  no  pretense  that  Barbour  paid  a 
cent  of  fees,  and  the  fEbct,  if  it  be  a  fact,  that  the  register  dissuaded 
him  from  contesting  said  desert  entry,  on  account  of  the  expense, 
and  he  acquiesced  in  said  advice,  can  give  him  no  preference  right  of 
entry  over  the  homesteaders  Bonney  and  Bums.  If  the  latter  are  not 
acting  in  good  faith,  their  entries,  when  allowed,  may  be  contested  by 
any  one  under  the  rules  of  practice  prescribed  by  this  Department. 

Ko  error  is  shown  in  your  decision,  audit  is  therefore  affirmed. 


BAILBOAB  GRANT— INDIAN  OCCUPANCY— SETTLEMENT  RIGHTS. 

ScHULTz  V.  Northern  Pacific  E.  R.  Co. 

No  settlement  rights  can  be  acquired  on  land  subject  to  Indian  occupancy,  and 
where  lands  in  such  condition  fall  within  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Paoific,  the 
title  thereto  passes  to  said  company  subject  to  sucn  occupancy. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  24^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Helmuth  Schultz  v.  Northern  Pacific 
B.  R.  Co.,  on  appeal  from  your  decision  of  November  15, 1890,  involving 
the  NE.  J  of  the  KE.  J,  Sec.  15,  T.  135  N.,  B.  53  W.,  Fargo  land  dis- 
tric]t,  North  Dakota. 
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It  appears  ^hat  on  October  29, 1881,  Schtiltz  made  entry  under  the 
homestead  law  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  10,  town  and  range  as  above,  and 
that  on  February  23;  1882,  final  certificate  was  issued  and  subsequently 
the  entry  was  patented  to  him. 

December  27, 1889,  the  local  officers  transmitted  to  you  the  verified 
petition  of  Schultz  asking  for  permission  to  surrender  his  patent,  relin- 
quish the  KB.  J  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  10,  embraced  therein,  and  amend 
his  entry,  taking  in  lieu  of  the  tract  relinquished  the  NE.  J  of  the  NE. 
J  of  Sec.  15,  same  town  and  range,  as  above. 

He  set  forth  in  said  petition  that  he  had  valuable  improvements  upon 
the  tract  in  section  fifteen,  and  had  established  his  residence  on  the 
said  tract  in  1869.  Li  view  of  said  allegations,  you,  on  January  14, 
1890,  on  account  of  said  traet  being  within  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  railroad,  directed  that  a  hearing  be  had  to  ascertain  the  rights 
of  the  resx)ective  parties. 

The  local  officers  decided  in  favor  of  the  applicant  on  the  ground  of 
occupancy  and  settlement  upon  the  land  prior  to  survey,  and  the  loca- 
tion of  the  railroad  grant,  and  recommended  the  petition  to  be  allowed. 
You  reversed  the  action  of  the  local  officers  and  declined  to  allow  the 
relinquishment  and  amendment  to  be  made,  on  the  ground  that  the 
land  in  section  fifteen,  was  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  N"orthern 
Pacific  railroad,  whereupon  the  petitioner  appealed. 

The  land  in  question,  viz.,  the  NE.  J  of  the  NE.  J,  Sec.  16,  and  other 
lands  in  ISTorth  Dakota,  were  within  what  was  known  as  the  Indian 
country.  Under  date  of  July  2,  1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  Congress  con- 
ferred a  ^ant  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Northern  Pacific  rail- 
road, and  on  February  21, 1872,  a  map  of  general  route  was  filed  and 
the  lands  embraced  in  said  grant  withdrawn  from  settlement,  entry  or 
sale 

At  the  time  said  act  was  passed,  the  Indian  title  was  not  extin- 
guished and  the  Indians  had  the  right  of  occupancy  and  use  of  the 
land  subject  to  the  dominion  and  control  of  the  government*  The  rail- 
road company  could  only  take  the  lands  granted  subject  to  this  right  of 
occupancy  by  the  Indians,  and  such  right  could  not  be  interfered  with 
or  determined,  except  by  the  United  States.  No  private  individual 
could  invade  such  rights  and  be  protected  by  the  government. 

The  right  of  the  United  States  to  dispose  of  the  fee  of  lands  occu- 
pied by  Indians  has  always  been  recognized  by  the  United  States 
supreme  court  from  the  foundation  of  the  government.  Beecher  v. 
Wetherby  (95  U.  S.,  517-625). 

Therefore  the  fee  to  the  lands  being  in  the  United  States,  the  act  of 
1864,  operated  to  pass  the  same  to  the  railroad  company  subject  of 
course  to  the  usufructuary  right  of  the  Indians. 

Congress  in  the  grant  to  the  company  not  unmindful  of  the  Indian 
title  to  the  lands  granted,  stipulated  for  its  extinguishment  as  ra])i<lly 
as  public  policy  and  the  welfare  of  the  Indians  would  permit;  therefore 
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in  compliance  with  this  pledge  the  United  States  by  varions  steps  pro- 
cored  the  relinqnishment  of  the  Indian  title  and  thns  the  grant  to  the 
raOroad  company  was  relieved  of  the  Indian  claim. 

This  case  appears  to  be  identical  with  that  of  Bnttz  v.  If orthem  Pa- 
dflc  B.  B.  (119  U.  S.y  55),  in  which  the  coort  held  in  effect  that  while 
the  Indian  title  was  in  force  no  settlement  rights  conld  be  initiated  and 
that  as  soon  as  the  same  were  extingaished  the  rights  of  the  railroad 
attached  to  the  granted  lands. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  Schnltz  claims  to  have  settled  niK>n 
and  occupied  the  land  in  1869,  five  years  after  the  grant  to  the  railroad 
company  was  made,  and  while  the  right  of  the  Indian  occupation  was 
still  intact.  The  appellant  could  not  initiate  any  right  to  the  land  in 
question  so  long  as  the  Indian  title  remained  unextinguished,  and  when 
it  was  extinguished  the  right  of  the  company  attached  to  the  alternate 
sections  and  the  appellant  could  never  afterwards  acquire  any  rights 
against  the  company  by  virtue  of  his  alleged  settlement. 

Your  decision  rejecting  Schultz's  petition  to  amend  his  entry  is 
ffirmed. 


United  States  v.  Smith. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  Ifovember  11, 1891, 
13  L.  D.,  633,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  March  25, 1892. 


8I8SETON  AND  WAHPETON  INDIAN  IiANDS. 

ClBCULAB. 

DEPASTSiENT  OF  THE  INTEBIOB, 

General  Land  Office, 
Washington^  D.  O.j  March  22^  1892. 

BEaiSTEBS  AND  BeOEIVEBS, 

FargOy  North  Dakota^  a/nd  Watertown^  South  Dakota. 

Gentlemen:  In  view  of  a  proclamation  to  be  hereafter  issued  by 
the  President,  opening  to  settlement  and  entry  the  unallotted  lands 
embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  (Lake  Trav- 
erse) Indian  reservation,  in  the  States  of  North  Dakota  and  South  Da- 
kota, you  will  consider  sections  28  and  30  of  the  act  of  Congress  ap- 
proved March  3, 1891  (26  United  States  Stats.,  1039),  which  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

Sec.  28.  That  any  religious  society  or  other  organization  now  occupying  under 
proper  authority  any  of  the  lands  by  said  agreement  ceded,  sold,  relinquished,  and  con- 
yeyed  shall  have  the  right  for  a  period  of  two  years  from  the  date  hereof,  within 
which  to  purchase  the  lands  so  occupied  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
in  any  one  tract  at  the  price  paid  therefor  by  the  United  States  under  said  agree- 
ment. 
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Sec.  90.  That  the  lands  by  said  agreement  ceded,  sold,  relinqaished,  and  conveyed 
to  the  United  States  shall  immediately,  npon  the  payment  to  the  parties  entitled 
thereto  of  their  share  of  the  funds  made  immediately  available  by  this  act,  and  upon 
the  completion  of  the  allotments  as  provided  for  in  said  a^eement,  be  subject  only 
to  entry  and  settlement  under  the  homestead  and  townsite  laws  of  the  United  States, 
excepting  the  sixteenth  and  thirty-sixth  sections  of  said  lands,  which  shall  be  re- 
served for  common  school  purposes  and  be  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  State  wherein 
located: 

Provided,  That  patents  shall  not  issue  until  the  settler  or  entryman  shall  have  paid 
to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per  acre  for  the  land 
taken  up  by  such  homesteader,  and  the  title  to  the  lands  so  entered  shall  remain  in  the 
United  Sta^s  until  said  money  is  duly  paid  by  such  entryman,  or  his  legal  representa- 
tives, or  his  widow,  who  shall  have  the  right  to  pay  the  money  and  complete  the 
entry  of  her  deceased  husband  in  her  own  name,  and  shall  receive  patent  fox  the 
same. 

Any  religions  society  or  other  organization  wishing  to  purchase  any 
of  these  lands  for  religious  nses,  must  make  proof  after  six  weeks  ad- 
vertisement, of  its  proper  occupancy  of  such  lands  on  March  3, 1891, 
and  pay  for  the  same,  at  the  rate  of  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per 
acre,  within  two  years  from  the  date  aforesaid,  such  being  the  price, 
tune  and  terms  of  payment  thereof  fixed  by  the  Honorable  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  under  section  35  of  said  act. 

No  other  applicant  will  be  allowed  to  make  an  entry  of  these  lands, 
who  does  not  x>ossess  the  qualifications  required  in  the  case  of  an  or- 
dinary homestead  entry  under  existing  law,  except  in  cases  of  town- 
sites.  The  homestead  applicant  must  reside  upon  and  cultivate  and 
improve  the  tract  embraced  in  his  entry  for  the  fall  term  of  five  years, 
except  in  case  of  commutation  under  section  2301,  Eev.  IJ.  S.  Stats.,  as 
amended,  but  the  rights  of  "honorably  discharged  soldiers  and  sailors 
in  the  late  war,  as  defined  in  sections  2304  to  2309  of  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes of  the  United  States,  are  not  abridged  by  the  section  30,  of  the  act 
recited,  except  as  to.  the  payment  required  therein. 

The  sum  of  |2.50  per  acre  must  be  paid  by  each  settler  at  the  time 
of  maMng  final  proof,  for  the  land  taken  in  addition  to  the  fee  and  com- 
missions on'  double  minimum  land  provided  by  law. 

The  lands  in  iNorth  Dakota  will  be  attached  to  the  land  office  at 
Fargo,  North  Dakota,  and  those  in  South  Dakota  will  be  attached  to 
the  land  office  at  Watertown,  South  Dakota. 

The  new  survey  of  the  seventh  standard  parallel  or  boundary  line 
between  the  States  of  l^orth  and  South  Dakota  across  the  Lake  Trav- 
erse reservation,  makes  it  necessary  to  have  certain  supplemental  sur^ 
veys  made  showing  the  connections  of  the  previous  township  and  sub- 
divisional  surveys  with  the  new  boundary  in  order  that  amended  plats 
may  be  prepared  showing  the  areas  of  the  fractional  lots  adjoining  the 
boundary,  and  north  and  south  thereof. 

Until  such  supplemental  surveys  shall  have  been  made  and  amended 
plats  prepared,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  state  definitely  the  areas  of, 
or  to  properly  describe  the  tracts  along  the  boundary,  which  fall  respec- 
tively within  the  Fargo  and  Watertown  districts.    The  K  J  of  the  IS^.  J 


304  DECISIONS   RELATING   TO  THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

of  sections  28,  29  and  30,  township  129,  range  49,  and  sections  25  to  30 
inclusive  in  township  129,  ranges  50  to  54  inclusive  shonld,  therefore, 
be  withheld  from  entry  until  such  time  as  the  supplemental  survey's 
above  referred  to  shall  have  been  made,  and  the  amended  plats  thereof 
filed  in  your  offices. 

Tlie  townsite  laws  referred  to  in  the  thirtieth  section  of  said  act  and 
generally  made  applicable  to  these  lands  are  embraced  in  sections  2380 
to  2394  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  inchisive,  which,  together  with  the  nec- 
essary instructions,  were  x)ublished  in  circular  form  by  this  office,  under 
date  of  July  9,  1886  (6  L.  D.,  265). 

Of  the  three  separate  and  distinct  methods  thus  provided  for  the  ac- 
quisition of  title  to  public  land  for  townsite  purposes,  the  first  (sections 
2480  and  2381)  is  exercised  only  in  rare  and  exceptional  instances.  And 
the  second  method  (sections  2382  to  2386,  inclusive)  has  fallen  into  dis- 
use because  of  the  fact  that  the  third  method  (sections  2387,  2388  and 
2389)  is  more  speedily,  unlimitedly  and  economically  advantageous  to 
the  town-lot  claimants  in  the  matter  of  acquiring  titles.  Concerning 
the  requirements  to  be  complied  with  in  making  an  entry  under  said 
third  method,  which  you  will  recommend  to  be  employed  in  all  cases^ 
nothing  remains  to  be  said  in  addition  to  what  is  set  forth  in  the  above- 
cited  circular,  except  that  the  minimum  price  of  these  lands,  for  town- 
site  as  well  as  for  homestead  purx>oses,  is  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  per 
acre.  The  ordinary  homestead  and  cash  blanks  will  be  used  for  original 
and  final  homestead  and  townsite  entries  under  the  foregoing  act,  ref- 
erence being  made  thereon  to  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  Lake  Traverse 
lands. 

In  addition  to  the  usual  affidavits  required  of  homestead  applicants^ 
must  be  one  stating  that  the  applicant  did  not  enter  upon  and  occupy 
any  portion  of  the  lands  described  and  declared  open  to  entry  in  tbe 
President's  proclamation  dated  (insert  date  of  proclamation)  prior  to 
12  o'clock,  noon,  of  (insert  date  when  lands  are  opened  to  settlement). 
You  will  not  open  a  new  series  of  numbers  for  these  entries. 

A  schedule  of  lands  within  the  Sisseton  and  Wahpeton  (Lake  Tra- 
verse) Indian  reservation,  in  the  States  of  North  and  South  Dakota, 
having  been  published  by  this  Department  on  February  8, 1892,  (addi- 
tional copies  of  which  may  be  had  upon  your  application),  it  is  deemed 
unnecessary  to  reprint  said  schedule  in  connection  herewith. 

These  instructions  it  must  be  understood,  are  not  to  be  acted  upon 

by  you  for  the  allowing  of  entries,  nor  will  settlement  be  admissible^ 

until  after  the  time  which  shall  be  fixed  therefor  in  the  President's 

proclamation  to  be  hereafter  issued  as  first  above  stated. 

Very  respectfully, 

Thos.  H.  Garter, 

Commissianer* 
Approved : 

John  W.  Noble, 

Secretary. 
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SECOND  HOMESTEAD  EXTBY-MORTGAGBE. 

ElPLBY  V.  Cauffman  ET  AL. 

A  second  homestead  entry  under  section  2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  cannot  be  held  to 
relate  back  to  a  former  entry  of  the  same  tract,  and  thus  affect  a  le-instatement 
of  said  entry. 

A  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to  plead  the  status  of  an  innocent  purchaser  without 
notice  where  there  is  a  contest  of  record  at  the  date  of  the  exeoution*6f  the  mort- 
gage. 

First  AsHsiant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Mareh  26^  1892. 

On  October  28, 1886,  Asher  Gaofiman  made  commutation  cash  entry 
(No.  3449)  for  NE  J,  section  30,  T.  3  K,  E.  32  W.,  at  McCook,  Nebraska. 

His  original  homestead  entry  for  said  land  was  made  June  4, 1884, 
which  was  under  contest  made  by  Allen  J.  Blackwood  at  the  date  of 
said  entry. 

On  said  October  28, 1886,  Gauffinan  mortgaged  said  land  to  Frederick 
Bipley  to  secure  a  note  of  about  $400. 

On  May  21, 1889,  said  entry  was  canceled  for  non-compliance  with 
the  law  as  to  residence. 

On  April  9, 1890,  Gauffman  made  homestead  entry  (Ko.  9548)  for  said 
land  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  854), 
and  the  act  of  May  14, 1880  (21  Stat,  140).  The  said  Blackwood  failed 
to  exercise  his  preference  right  under  said  last  mentioned  act,  and  is  no 
longer  in  the  case. 

On  August  7, 1890,  said  Asher  Gauffman  relinquished  his  entry  to  the 
United  States,  and  on  the  same  day  his  son,  Simon  E.  Gauffinan,  made 
homestead  entry  (No.  9659)  for  said  tract. 

On  August  2^ J 1890,  said  Frederick  Eipley  filed  in  the  local  office  his 
affidavit  and  motion  that  you  re-instate  and  pass  to  patent  the  said 
commutation  cash  entry  of  Asher  Gauffman,  on  the  ground  that  his 
homestead  entry  (No.  9548) — 

havmg  been  allowed  under  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  the  right  related  back  and  per- 
^ted  the  final  proof  sabmitted  by  the  entryman,  consequently  the  entryman  conid 
not  thereafter  relinquish  said  homestead  while  the  conveyance  of  the  land  by  mort- 
gage to  this  applicant  and  others  remained  unsatisfied  and  of  record. 

This  motion  was  denied  by  you  October  4, 1890,  and  on  motion  for 
review,  you  re-a£Qrmed  that  decision  by  your  letter  of  January  23, 1891. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

The  contention  of  the  mortgagee  in  this  case  cannot  be  sustained. 
The  third  section  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  does  not  apply  to  an  orig- 
inal entry  which  has  been  forfeited  and  canceled  for  non-residence. 
Tlie  second  entry  of  Gauffman  (No.  9548)  cannot  be  made  to  have  the 
effect  of  relating  back  and  re-instating  the  former  entry. 

Asher  Gauffman  exercised  a  right  recognized  by  the  first  section  of 
said  act  of  May  14, 1880,  when  he  relinquished  his  second  entry,  and 
14561— VOL  14 ^20 
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the  land  was  then  ^^open  to  settlement  and  entry  without  further  acfion 
on  the  part  of  the  Gonunissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,"  by  the 
express  provision  of  said  section. 

When  Oauffinan  made  his  mortgage  he  had  only  an  equitable  title  to 
said  land,  against  which  a  contest  was  then  pending,  which  was  liable 
to  be  decided  against  him.  As  this  contest  was  a  matter  of  record  at 
the  local  office,  Bipley  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  its  pendency.  He 
is  not  an  innocent  purchaser  without  notice.  Murphy  v,  Sanford  (11 
L.D.,  123). 

He  is  a  conditional  incumbrancer,  to  whom  the  doctrine  of  oai^eat 
emptor  applies,  and  has  no  rights  not  earned  by  the  entryman.  George 
Hague,  et.  al.    (13  L.  D.,  388). 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


CONTEST— ACTION  OF  LOCAL  OFFICE-BELINQUISHMBNT. 

BEOWN  V.  Hbndeeson. 

The  failure  of  the  local  officers  to  take  appropriate  action  upon  an  application  to 
contest  an  entry  dees  not  impair  the  right  of  the  contestant. 

The  right  of  a  contestant  to  proceed  against  an  entry  is  not  dofeated  by  its  snbse- 
qnent  relinquishment. 

A  relinquishment  inures  to  the  benefit  of  a  contest  if  filed  as  the  result  thereof. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Olumdler  to  the  Commissioner  of  Land  Office^ 

March  28^  1892. 

On  Kovember  6,  1885,  Lewis  F.  Pate  made  homestead  entry  (Uo. 
4841 )  for  the  NE  J,  section  26,  T.  2  K,  R.  32  W.,  at  McCook,  Nebraska. 

On  February  16,  1887,  George  E.  Brown  filed  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry^  alleging  abandonment  by  Pate,  which  was  held  sub- 
ject to  a  previous  contest  by  Burdett  Lufkin  against  said  entry  on  the 
same  ground. 

On  April  2, 1887,  Luf  kin's  contest  was' dismissed  for  his  non-appear- 
ance, on  motion  of  said  Brown,  and  the  local  officers,  instead  of  issuing 
notice  upon  Brown's  affidavit  of  contest,  inadvertently  sent  it  to  your 
office  with  other  papers. 

On  May  9,  1887,  William  Henderson  filed  Pate's  relinquishment  of 
his  entry,  and  was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  (No.  7691)  of  said 
tract. 

On  June  26, 1887,  said  Brown  filed  homestead  application  for  said 
land  and  affidavit,  claiming  preference  right  under  his  contest.  His 
application  was  rejected  on  account  of  Henderson's  entry,  and  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  by  Brown  July  10, 1887. 

By  letter  of  July  30, 1888,  you  held  that  Brown's  contest  inured  to 
his  benefit,  and  allowed  him  thirty  days  to  apply  to  perfect  his  entry 
after  notice,  and  ordered  that  Henderson  should  show  cause  why  his 
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entry  should  not  be  canceled  as  in  conflict  with  Brown's  preference 
right.  Thereupon  Brown  again  applied  August  6, 1888^  to  make  home- 
stead entiy  of  said  tract. 

On  September  10, 1888,  hearing  was  had  before  the  local  officers, 
when  the  parties  appeared  and  testimony  was  submitted. 

On  September  21, 1888,  the  local  officers  decided  the  contest  in  favor 
of  Henderson. 

An  appeal  was  taken  by  Brown,  and  by  your  letter  of  October  22, 

1890,  you  reversed  their  decision,  held  the  entry  of  Henderson  for  can- 
oellation,  and  allowed  Brown  to  perfect  his  entry.    On  February  10, 

1891,  you  re-affirmed  your  decision  on  motion  for  review. 
An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

The  specifications  of  error  allege,  inter  alia^  that  the  Commissioner 
erred  in  his  finding  that  by  Brown's  affidavit  of  contest,  upon  which  no 
summons  ever  issued,  and  of  which  Henderson  had  no  knowledge. 
Brown  acquired  a  right  as  against  Henderson,  an  actual  settler  on  the 
tract. 

« 

The  records  show  that  Pate's  relinquishment  is  written  upon  the  back 
of  the  receiver's  duplicate  receipt  (No.  4841),  issued  to  him  at  the  date 
of  his  entry,  and  that  his  execution  of  it  was  acknowledged  before  a 
notary  public  December  23, 1886,  which  afPords  indirect  evidence  that 
he  had  then  determined  to  abandon  his  entry  whenever  he  could  sell 
out.  As  Lufkin  made  default  of  appearance  on  April  2, 1887,  when  the 
hearing  between  him  and  Pate  was  to  be  held,  it  shows,  in  absence  of 
any  explanation,  that  his  contest  was  not  in  good  faith.  It  follows  that 
Brown  was  the  only  bona  fide  contestant  of  Pate's  entry. 

On  April  2, 1887,  Brown  filed  a  motion  with  the  local  officers  that 
notice  issne,  on  his  contest  affidavit  of  February  15, 1887,  to  said  Pate 
for  a  hearing,  Luf  kin's  contest  having  been  then  dismissed.  This  motion 
was  apparently  neglected.  The  negligence  of  the  local  officers  to  take 
appropriate  action  upon  Brown's  application  to  contest  did  not  impair 
his  rights.    Hawkins  v  Lamm  (9  L.  D.  18). 

Brown's  right  to  proceed  under  his  contest  could  not  be  defeated  by 
the  subsequent  filing  of  Pate's  relinquishment.  Webb  v.  Loughrey  (10 
L.  D.,  302). 

The  evidence  adduced  at  the  hearing  by  Brown  shows  that  Pate 
finally  abandoned  the  land  in  March  1887,  the  next  day  after  a  con- 
versation between  one  of  Brown's  witnesses  and  BUas  Oottrell,  who 
was  one  of  Pate's  friends,  In  which  the  latter  was  informed  of  Brown's 
contest. 

It  is  a  fiedr  presumption,  under  the  circumstances,  that  Pate's  final 
abandonment  of  the  land  and  subsequent  sale  or  surrender  of  his  relin- 
quishment were  occasioned  by  Brown's  contest,  and  therefore  that 
Brown  was  entitled  to  his  preference  right  under  the  act  of  May  14, 
1880  (21  Stat.,  140).  Pate's  relinquishment  was  put  into  Oottrell's  hands, 
who  sold  it  to  Henderson  for  the  latter's  note,  which  was  unpaid  at  the 
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date  of  the  hearing,  from  which  inferences  might  be  drawn  as  to  the 
bona  fides  of  the  transaction.  Howeyer,  I  do  not  see  how  the  right  of 
Brown  can  be  ignored.  It  must  take  effect  by  relation  as  of  the  date 
when  his  contest  affidayit  was  filed  Westenhaver  v.  Dodds  (13  L.  D., 
196). 

As  his  affidavit  was  filed  February  15, 1887,  and  Henderson  did  not 
make  entry  till  May  9, 1887,  the  former's  application  to  enter  should  be 
allowed,  and  the  latter's  entry  should  be  canceled* 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


BflNTNG  CLAIM— JXTDICIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

Silver  King  Lode. 

On  the  termination  of  jndicial  proceedings  the  local  office  shonld  make  the  entry 
conform  to  the  decree  of  the  court;  and  the  en^1;f  should  not  be  allowed  in  the 
absence  of  the  Judgment  roll. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  29^  1892. 

On  July  13, 1885,  the  owners  of  the  SOver  King  Lode  (survey  Ko. 
4746),  filed  an  adverse  claim  against  the  application  for  a  patent  made 
by  the  owners  of  the  Sanquoit  Lode  (survey  !N"o.  3924),  at  (Henwood 
Springs,  Colorado,  for  a  part  of  the  land  claimed  by  both  of  said  par- 
ties. 

Suit  was  brought  by  the  adverse  claimants  in  the  district  court  of 
the  fifth  judicial  district  of  Colorado,  to  determine  the  question  of  the 
right  of  possession  of  said  land  in  conflict. 

In  July,  1886,  said  court  rendered  judgment  by  stipulation  of  the  at- 
torneys for  said  parties,  by  which  the  northerly  part  of  said  land  in 
conflict,  containing  2.64  acres,  was  awarded  to  the  owners  of  the  Sil- 
ver King  Lode,  and  the  southerly  part,  containing  1.67  acres,  was 
awarded  to  the  owners  of  the  Sanquoit  Lode. 

On  December  23, 1887,  the  owners  of  the  Silver  King  Lode  made 
application  for  a  patent,  including  the  1.67  acres  awarded  to  the  San- 
quoit Lode,  and  on  June  26, 1888,  were  allowed  to  enter  the  same — 
(mineral  entry  No.  166). 

On  July  20, 1888,  the  owners  of  the  Sanquoit  Lode  made  application 
for  a  patent^exclnsiveof  conflict  with  survey  No.  4746,  3.96  acres,'' and 
on  December  18, 1888,  were  allowed  to  enter  tlie  same — (mineral  entry 
No.  188). 

By  your  letter  of  February  6, 1891,  to  the  local  officers,  you  held  it 
was  error  on  their  part  to  allow  the  claimants  of  the  Silver  King  Lode 
to  enter  all  of  said  land  in  contest  and  covered  by  said  judgment,  and 
held  their  entry  for  cancellation  to  the  extent  of  said  1.67  acres.  This 
judgment  was  reaffirmed  by  you  on  March  31, 1891,  and  April  27, 1891, 
on  motions  for  review. 
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An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  in  mineral  cases  is  made  conclnsiye  npon 
the  parties  by  section  2326,  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, 
which  provides,  inter  aliaj  that — 

After  sachjadgment  shall  have  been  rendered,  the  party  entitled  to  the  posseflsion 
of  the  claim,  or  any  portion  thereof,  may,  without  giving  fofther  notice,  file  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  Judgment  roU  with  the  register  of  the  land  office  ..  .  -where- 
upon the  whole  proceedings  and  the  Judgment  roll  shall  be  certified  by  the  register 
to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  a  patent  shall  issue  thereon  for 
the  claim,  or  such  portion  thereof  as  the  applicant  shaU  appear,  from  the  decision  of 
the  court,  to  rightly  possess. 

It  appears  that  a  copy  of  the  judgment-roll  in  this  case  was  not  filed 
with  the  register  by  the  owners  of  the  Silver  King  Lode  when  their 
entry  was  allowed.  It  was  error  on  the  part  of  the  local  officers  to 
allow  said  entry  in  the  absence  of  the  judgment-roll.  It  was  their  duty 
to  make  the  entry  conform  to  the  decision  of  the  court,  as  shown  by 
such  judgment  roll,  and  then  transmit  the  same  to  your  office,  in  order 
that  the  patent  might  also  conform  to  it,  as  provided  by  the  statute. 

It  is  contended  in  this  case  that  a  suit  has  been  brought  to  set  aside 
said  judgment,  because  the  stipulation  upon  which  such  judgment  was 
rendered  was  unauthorized  by  these  claimants;  and  a  record  is  trans- 
mitted of  a  suit  brought  to  vacate  and  set  aside  said  judgment,  in 
which  it  appears  that  the  defendants  made  defoult  of  appearance.  But 
this  record  does  not  show  that  the  former  judgment  has  been  in  fact 
vacated  and  set  aside;  and  if  such  were  the  case  it  would  not  help  these 
claimants,  for  it  would  then  appear  that  the  adverse  claim  had  not  been 
decided,  but  is  still  to  be  adjudicated.  The  said  judgment  cannot  be 
attacked  collaterally  in  this  Department,  so  long  as  it  is  outstanding 
and  in  force,  if  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  which  rendered  it.  Nettie 
Lode  V.  Texas  Lode  (14  L.  D.,  180, 186). 

In  this  case  its  jurisdiction  has  been  practically  admitted  by  these 
claimants  by  bringing  suit  to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  other  grounds 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


PHE-EMPnOX  ENTBT— SECTION  9860,  REVISED  STATUTES. 

BBOWNLEE  V.  Shill. 

A  settler  who  has  received  final  homestead  certificate  for  a  tract  is  not  within  the 
second  inhibition  of  section  2260  K.  S.,  where  a  subsequent  govcrumcnt  survey 
brings  his  improvements  within  the  lines  of  an  adjacent  tracts  and  he  tiles  there- 
for under  the  pre-emption  law. 

Secretary  Kohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  tlie  General  Land  Office,  March 

29  J  1892. 

On  the  2Mh  of  September,  1884,  William  H,  Shill  filed  his  pre-emp- 
tion declaratory  statement  for  the  SE  J  of  Sec.  18,  T.  20  S.,  E.  17  W., 
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Lamed  land  district,  Kansas,  and  on  the  10th  of  March,  1887,  Nancy 
M.  Brownlee  made  timber  culture  entry  for  the  same  land. 

After  giving  due  notice  by  publication,  with  special  notice  to  Brown- 
lee, Skill  submitted  his  final  proof  at  tiie  local  office  on  the  13th  of 
June,  1887.  Brownlee  filed  a  protest  against  said  final  proof^  alleging 
that  Shill  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  when  he  made  filing  for  the 
land.  Shill  and  his  final  proof  witnesses  were  cross-examined  by  the 
counsel  for  Brownlee,  as  were  also  several  other  witnesses  produced 
by  him.    "So  evidence  was  offered  by  Brownlee. 

A  motion  in  behalf  of  Shill  was  made  before  any  evidence  was  taken, 
to  dismiss  the  protest,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  allege  facts  suffi- 
cient to  invalidate  said  proof,  that  it  was  not  corroborated  by  any  wit- 
nesses, and  that  the  timber  culture  claimant  was  a  sister  and  member 
of  the  family  of  the  register  of  the  local  land  office.  The  motion  was 
overruled,  and  upon  being  renewed  at  the  dose  of  the  evidence,  was 
again  overruled,  to  which  ruling  an  exception  was  taken  by  Shill's 
counseL 

In  a  decision  dated  December  6, 1887,  the  register  found  in  fieivor  of 
his  sister,  and  held  for  rejection  the  final  proof  of  ShiU,  and  for  cancel- 
lation his  pre-emption  filing.  The  receiver,  in  a  decision  dated  May  28, 
1888,  stated  that  the  testimony  clearly  showed  such  an  amount  of  nat- 
ural growing  timber  on  the  section  as  to  place  the  land  in  controversy 
clearly  within  the  statute  of  inhibition,  and  not  subject  to  timber  cul- 
ture entry.  He  also  stated  that  two  applications  to  contest  the  entry 
of  Miss  Brownlee  had  been  filed  in  the  local  office,  one  on  the  ground 
that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  timber  culture  entry,  on  account  of  the, 
timber  naturally  growing  thereon;  and  the  other  tliat  she  had  failed  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  under  which  the  entry  was 
made.  He  concluded  by  holding  <Hhat  the  timber  culture  entry  of 
Nancy  M.  Brownlee  for  the  tract  in  dispute  should  be  held  for  cancel- 
lation, and  the  final  proof  of  Shill  approved,  and  cash  entry  allowed 
upon  presentation  of  final  entry  fees  as  required  by  law.^ 

There  being  disagreeing  decision  by  the  local  officers,  you  consid- 
ered the  case  under  rule  48  of  Bules  of  Practice,  and  rendered  decision 
therein  on  the  18th  of  November,  1890,  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
register,  which  held  the  declaratory  statement  of  Shill  for  cancellation, 
and  reversing  that  of  the  receiver,  and  holding  the  timber  culture 
entry  of  Brownlee  intact.  An  appeal  from  your  decision  brings  the 
case  to  the  Department  for  consideration. 

From  the  record  in  the  case  it  appears  that  Shill,  on  the  19th  of 
July,  1877,  made  homestead  entry  for  the  SW  J  of  section  18,  which 
was  the  quarter  section  immediately  west  of  the  lands  in  question. 
He  constructed  buildings  thereon,  and  with  his  family  resided  upon, 
and  cultivated  the  land  until  1884,  when  he  made  final  proof,  and  re- 
ceived final  certificate,  and  soon  afterwards  a  patent  for  the  land. 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1884^  the  township  in  which  said  homestead  is 
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located,  was  re-surveyed  by  the  government,  wUch  showed  that  the 
buildings,  wells,  and  considerable  improvements  of  Shill  were  located 
on  the  SB  J  of  said  section,  which  tract  was  then  covei^d  by  the  tim- 
ber cultare  entry  of  one  Moses  Tall,  Jr.  The  new  survey  changed  the 
east  and  west  lines  of  the  soctiou  about  thirty  rods  further  west,  and 
the  north  and  south  lines  about  three  or  four  rods  further  south,  and 
put  about  twenty-three  acres  of  Shill's  homestead,  including  his  build- 
ings, wells,  etc.,  as  already  stated,  into  the  timber  culture  entry  of 
TalL  The  improvements  of  Shill  were  not  of  a  movable  nature,  and  in 
order  to  save  them,  he  procured  the  relinquishment  of  Tail's  entry, 
paying  him  $400  therefor.  He  filed  such  relinquishment  in  the  local 
ofi&ce  on  the  29th  of  September,  1884,  and  on  that  day  filed  pre-emp- 
tion declaratory  statement  for  said  land. 

The  decision  of  the  register  states  that  patent  for  Shill's  homestead 
was  issued  on  the  20th  of  April,  1884.  It  also  states  that  his  final 
proof  was  submitted  on  the  12th  of  June  of  that  year.  Upon  an  ex* 
amination  of  the  records  in  your  office,  I  find  that  final  certificate  was 
issued  on  the  12th  of  June,  1884^  and  patent  on  the  20th  of  April,  1887. 

Shill's  homestead  final  proof  was  made  prior  to  the  re-survey  of  the 
township,  and  up  to  the  time  of  such  re-survey,  he  supposed  he  was 
living  on  the  south-west  quarter  of  section  eighteen,  the  land  for  which 
he  made  homestead  entry  in  1877.  He  so  testified  in  his  final  proof, 
and  as  the  section  lines  were  then  established  and  recognized,  he  testi- 
fied truly.  He  wa«  therefore  guilty  of  no  perjury  or  fraud  in  making 
such  proof,  and  when  he  made  the  proof  and  received  his  final  certifi- 
cate, he  had  performed  his  part  of  the  contract  between  himself  and 
the  government,  relating  to  the  land  for  which  he  made  entry.  He 
could  then  remain  upon,  or  remove  from  it,  as  he  saw  fit,  or  he  might 
sell  or  dispose  of  the  same,  if  so  inclined. 

After  issuing  to  Shill  a  final  certificate  for  the  south-west  quarter  of 
section  eighteen,  the  government  re-surveyed  the  township,  and  took 
twenty-three  acres  from  the  south-west,  and  put  them  in  the  south-east 
quarter  section.  Upon  these  twenty-three  acres  were  about  one  thou- 
sand dollars  worth  of  buildings  and  improvements  of  Shill.  The  build- 
ings were  quite  extensive,  but  were  mostly  of  sod,  and  could  not  be 
moved,  neither  could  his  wells,  of  which  he  had  two,  some  thirty  odd 
feet  in  depth,  properly  stoned  up. 

He  testified  that  he  had  no  desire  for  any  land,  except  that  which  he 
supposed  he  had  in  his  homestead,  and  that  he  never  should  have 
sought  to  acquire  title  to  the  south-east  quarter  of  the  section,  had  not 
the  new  survey  placed  his  buildings  and  improvements  therein.  He 
then  found  that  he  could  procure  the  relinquishment  of  the  entry  of 
Tall  for  that  quarter  section  much.cheaper  that  he  could  tear  down  his 
buildings  which  were  thereon,  and  reconstruct  them  on  the  south-west 
quarter  of  the  section,  and  he  therefore  took  that  course,  and  paid  Tall 
$400  for  his  relinquishment,  and  made  pre-emption  filing  as  stated. 
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Section  2260  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  what  persons  shall  not 
acqnire  or  enjoy  the  right  of  pre-emption,  and  the  second  division  of 
said  section  reads  as  follows: 

Second.  No  person  who  quits  or  abandons  his  residence  on  his  own  land  to  reside 
on  the  public  land  in  the  same  state  or  territory. 

The  first  and  most  important  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case 
is :  Was  Shill  within  this  inhibition  1  Did  he  quit  or  abandon  his  resi- 
dence on  his  own  land  to  reside  on  the  public  land  Y  He  established  his 
residence  on  the  public  lands  in  1877.  During  the  first  half  of  the  year 
1884,  certain  land  which  was  public  in  1877,  became  his  own.  When  he 
made  pre  emption  filing  for  the  south-east  quarter  of  section  eighteen, 
he  did  not  quit  and  abandon  his  former  residence,  but  continued  to  re- 
side in  his  old  home,  without  any  quitting  or  abandonment.  Whatever 
moving  there  was  in  the  case  was  done  by  the  government,  and  not 
by  Shill.  Up  to  the  time  that  the  government  issued  pateut  for  the 
land,  it  could  haveraised  the  question  that  Shill  had  never  resided  upon 
the  tract  for  which  patent  was  applied.  Previous  to  that  time  he  had 
made  the  proof  required,  without  fraud  or  falsehood  as  the  case  then 
stood,  and  when  patent  issued,  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Department  over 
the  land  ceased.  That  transaction  is  closed,  and  its  rights  and  wrongs 
cannot  be  acUusted  in  any  subsequent  dealings  between  the  parties.  A 
proceeding  may  be  instituted  to  set  aside  that  patent,  but  this  Depart- 
ment has  no  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  that  chaiacter,  which  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court  upon  their  own  merits. 

Had  Shill  purchased  his  homestead  from  a  private  individual,  and 
afterwards  found  that  he  was  residing  upon  public  land,  would  he  have 
been  inhibited  from  making  pre  emption  filing  for  the  land  upon  which 
he  resided  t  No  moving  would  have  been  required  to  make  him  a  resi- 
dent upon  the  land  for  which  he  filed,  and  it  could  not  be  claimed  that 
he  had  quit  or  abandoned  his  residence  on  his  own,  to  reside  upon  the 
public  land.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  inhibition  applies  to  land 
acquireil  under  the  homestead  act,  with  any  greater  force  than  to  land 
to  which  the  title  is  acquired  by  purchase  from  a  private  individual. 
Land  becomes  "  his  own,''  when  a  person  secures  title  thereto  by  a  deed 
from  his  neighbor,  or  by  a  patent  from  his  government,  and  he  cannot 
leave  his  residence  thereon,  to  reside  upon  the  public  land  in  the  same 
state  or  territory.  He  may,  however,  own  a  homestead  upon  which  he 
is  not  residing,  and  establish  his  residence  upon  the  public  land. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  Shill  was  not  residing  upon  his  homestead  on  the 
29th  of  September,  1884.  He  therefore  did  not  then  remove  from  his 
own  land  to  the  public  land.  He  possessed  the  qualifications  required 
of  a  pre-emptor  by  section  2259  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  and  was  not 
included  in  the  inhibited  classes  mentioned  in  section  2260. 

When  he  submitted  his  final  proof  Shill  tendered  the  two  hundred 
dollars  required,  in  payment  for  the  land,  and  he  renewed  the  tender  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  in  the  ca^e.    His  final  proof  also  shows 
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a  very  thorough  complianoe  wit}i  the  requirements  of  the  pre-emption 
law,  in  the  matter  of  residence,  improvements  and  cultivation,  and  every 
act  of  his  in  connection  with  tMs  land  is  characterized  by  the  utmost 
good  faith. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  would  justrfy  a  conclusion  that  owing  to  the 
natural  growth  of  timber  upon  the  section,  the  land  in  question  is  not 
subject  to  entry  under  the  timber  culture  law.  That  question,  however, 
is  not  before  me  for  determination. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case  as  stated,  and  after 
carefully  considering  them,  my  conclusion  is  that  Shill  was  a  qualified 
pre  emptor  when  he  filed  his  declaratory  statement  for  the  land;  that 
his  final  proof  should  be  accepted,  and  that  his  administrator  should  be 
allowed  to  complete  the  entry,  by  making  payment  as  required  by  law. 
The  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  reversed. 

This  conclusion  is  arrived  at  on  the  i>eculiar  facts  of  this  case,  brought 
about  by  the  action  of  the  government  in  changing  the  lines  of  survey, 
and  not  by  the  action  of  Shill,  and  the  judgment  is  limited  to  the  tacts 
in  this  record. 


PSB-BMPnOK— SECTION  8d60,  REVISED  8TATX7TES. 

Mantle  v.  McQubbny. 

A  contract  for  the  purehase  of  land  do«s  not  bring  the  holder  within  the  inhibition 
of  section  2260  B.  S.,  where  the  title  to  said  land  is  not  in  the  vendor  named  in 
the  contract. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Ohandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Office,  March  29, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Joseph  H.  Mantle  v.  John  H.  Mo- 
Queeney,  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  September  29, 
1890  dismissing  his  protest  and  accepting  the  final  proof  of  the  latter 
for  the  W  i  of  the  8E  J,  KB  i  of  the  SW  i,  and  8E  J  of  the  NW  J,  Sec. 
9,  T.  2  N.,  R.  7  W.,  Helena,  Montana,  land  district. 

Your  decision  states  the  record  and  testimony  fairly  and  substantially, 
and  ui>on  a  review  thereof  I  find  no  reason  for  disturbing  your  conclu- 
sions. 

Counsel  for  Mantle  insist  that  the  contract  between  McQueeney  and 
the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  for  the  purchase  of  section  6 
of  the  same  township  constitutes  him  the  proprietor  of  three  hundred 
and  twenty  acres  of  land,  and  that  he  cannot,  uuder  the  statute,  (Sec. 
2260  R.  S.)  pre-empt  the  land  in  controversy. 

McQueeuey  says  he  has  a  contract  for  said  section  5.  It  is  not  offered 
in  evidence,  nor  are  its  terms  given  as  to  payment,  nor  what  payment 
has  been  made.  The  testimony  shows  that  he  was  to  fence  the  section 
when  directed  to  do  so  by  the  company,  and  being  so  directed  he  had 
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fenced  it  and  had  grazed  stock  on  it.  The  record  shows  that  the  title 
to  the  land  is  in  the  government;  that  the  land  is  covered  by  the  grant 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  BaUroad  Gompany  in  its  indemnity  limits. 

McQueeney  may  have  a  contract  enforcible  in  conrt,  if  first  he  shall 
pay  for  the  land  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  secondly 
the  railroad  company  obtains  title  from  the  government.  It  is  qnite 
clear  that  he  is  not  the  present  owner  or  proprietor  of  the  said  dectiou  5, 
nor  has  he  a  contract  that  can  be  at  present  enforced.  In  Washington 
et  al.  V,  Ogden  (4  U.  S.,  542, 1  Black,  450),  this  question  was  discussed. 
Here  was  a  contract  to  sell  certain  land,  bat  there  was  an  outstanding 
contract  with  another  party  for  the  sale  of  the  same  land.  This,  by  the 
terms  of  the  latter  contract,  was  to  be  surrendered  and  canceled,  then 
the  vendees  were  to  make  a  cash  payment,  receive  a  deed  and  secure 
deferred  payments  by  mortgage.  Suit  was  brought  by  the  vendor 
(Ogden)  on  the  contract  for  specific  performance.  The  declaration 
averred  that  the  outstanding  contract  had  been  surrendered  and  can- 
celed; that  plaintLflEs  were  ready  and  willing  to  receive  the  money  and 
"to  deliver  to  the  defendants  a  deed  for  the  property.'^  Th^  court 
quotes  and  italicises  the  words  in  quotation  here,  and  says 

Bat  there  is  no  ayerment  in  the  narr  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  g(jod  and  safScient 
title  free  from  aU  incmnbranoe^  which  he  was  ready  and  wiUing  to  convey.  .  .  . 
The  legal  effect  of  a  covenant  to  seU  is  that  the  land  shall  be  conveyed  by  a  deed  from 
one  who  has  a  good  title,  or  tall  power  to  convey  a  good  title.  A  sale  ex  vi  termini  is 
a  transfer  of  property  from  one  man  to  another.  It  is  a  contract  to  pass  rights  of 
property  for  money.  .  •  .  This  defect  in  the  declaration  cannot  be  cnred  by  the 
verdict;  etc. 

I  do  not  see  under  the  above  rulings  that  McQueeney  is  the  owner  of 
section  5.  He  may  be  obligated  to  fence  and  have  the  right  to  graze 
the  land,  and  may  pay  taxes  on  the  improvements,  but  he  could  not  com* 
pel  the  railroad  to  specific  performance  as  it  has  not  title  as  yet,  nor 
could  the  road  compel  him  to  sx)ecific  performance,  as  it  could  not  offer 
a  title  that  is  ^^  free  from  all  incumbrances."  He  merely  has  a  contract 
for  a  title  which,  if  all  conditions  shall  be  fulfilled,  as  between  the  rail- 
road company  and  the  government,  and  then  between  himself  and  the 
railroad  company,  will  entitle  him  to  become  the  ^<  proprietor"  of  the 
land.  He  now  has  legal  occupancy  under  that  contract,  but  has  not 
dominion  of  the  land  to  do  with  it  as  he  pleases,  and  is  not  the  owner  or 
proprietor  of  it. 

The  Judgment  appealed  from  is  therefore  afitaned. 
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TIMBEIfc  CITLTUBE  CONTSST-PREFERBNCB  BIGHT  OF  ENTBY. 

BABBEB  V.  BOWLEY. 

An  application  to  make  timber  culture  entry  of  a  quarter  section,  filed  with  a  con- 
test, precludes,  while  pending,  the  allowance  of  a  similar  application  filed  by  an- 
other for  a  difTereut  tract  in  the  same  section. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Olumdler  to  the  Commissumer  of  the  General 

iMnd  Office^  March  30y  1892. 

On  September  13,  1890,  you  canceled  the  timber-cultnre  entry  of 
Simon  Goodenough,  for  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  34,  T.  8  N.,  E.  11  W.,  Lob 
Angeles  land  district,  Galifornia. 

The  entry  was  canceled  apon  the  contest  of  Charles  J.  Barber.  He 
was  dnly  notified  of  the  cancellation,  and  within  thirty  days  after- 
ward— ^to  wit,  on  October  21, 1890 — ^he  applied  to  enter  the  tract  by 
yirtae  of  his  preference  right.  His  application  was  r^ected  by  the 
local  officers,  because  one  Warren  B.  Eowley  had  previously — to  wit, 
on  October  9, 1890-^been  allowed  to  make  timber-culture  entry  of  the 
NW.  J  of  the  same  section. 

Your  decision  of  January  15, 1891,  holds  Eowley's  entry  for  canceUa- 
tlon,  in  Tiew  of  the  prior  and  superior  right  of  Barber. 

Bowley  has  appealed  to  the  Department.  He  concedes  that  he  was 
precluded  from  making  entry  of  the  tract  contested  by  Barber,  but  con- 
tends there  is  no  law  or  rule  inhibiting  his  entry  of  any  other  tract. 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1880  (21  Stat,  140),  provides  that  any 
person  who  has  contested,  paid  the  land  office  fees,  and  procured  the 
cancellation  of  any  timber-culture  entry  shall  be  allowed  thirty  days 
from  notice  in  which  to  enter  the  tract. 

Section  1  of  the  timber-culture  act  (of  June  14, 1878,  20  Stat.,  113,) 
provides  that  no  more  than  one-quarter  of  any  section  shall  be  granted 
under  the  provisions  of  said  act. 

In  view  of  the  act  last  above  cited,  and  of  Barber's  application,  filed 
when  he  initiated  contest,  to  make  timber-culture  entry  of  the  tract — 
which  application  took  effect  as  of  the  date  when  Med  (Lamb  v.  Sher- 
man, 13  L.  D.,  289;  Bludworth  v.  Augustin  et  al.j  ib.,  401) — Kowley'fl 
application  to  make  timber-culture  entry  of  any  portion  of  said  section 
ought  not  to  have  been  allowed.    Your  decision  is  affirmed. 
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LOCAL  OFFIC£&-9tJ8PEN8ION  OT  BXTSINSSS-APPLICATTOir. 

Johnson  v.  Velta. 

The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  may  direct  the  snspenslon  of  all  busi- 
ness at  a  local  office  that  req aires  the  Joint  action  of  the  district  officers,  where 
the  illness  of  one  of  said  officers  renders  him  unable  to  perform  the  duties  of  his 
office;  and  no  rights  can  be  acquired  by  an  application  to  enter  offered  during 
such  period  of  suspension. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Oha/ndler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  March  30^  1892. 

May  20, 1890,  yonr  predecessor  sent  tlie  following  telegram  to  the 
register  of  the  local  office  at  Fargo,  Forth  Dakota :  '^  Keep  the  office 
open  for  information  only.  Transact  no  business  requiring  joint  action 
of  both  officers.'' 

This  order  was  due  to  the  sickness  of  the  receiver,  which  at  that  time 
rendered  him  incapable  of  attending  to  his  official  duties. 

Just  a  week  subsequent  to  the  date  of  this  order,  and  while  it  was  in 
force,  John  Johnson  applied  to  make  timber  culture  entry  for  the  8W. 
i  of  Sec.  12,  T.  131  K,  E.  66  W.,  in  said  Fargo  district. 

On  the  same  day,  in  obedience  to  said  order,  the  register  returned  his 
application  without  action,  other  than  the  following  letter,  enclosed 
with  the  application  so  returned : 

I  return  herewith  the  timber  culture  application  of  John  Johnson,  for  SW.  ^  Sec. 
12-131-56,  without  taking  any  action  thereon,  for  the  reason  that  owing  to  serious 
illness  of  the  receiver,  the  Hon.  Commissioner  has  directed  that  the  office  be  kept 
open  for  information  only,  and  that  no  business  be  transacted  requiring  Joint  action 
of  both  officers. 

This  letter  was  addressed  to  Skuse  and  MorriU,  attorneys  for  appU- 
cant.  Some  time  after  this,  the  receiver  was  x)ermanently  relieved 
from  duty,  and  a  successor  appointed,  and  on  July  29, 1890,  the  office 
was  again  regularly  opened  for  the  transaction  of  business.  At  nine 
o'clock  A.  M.,  of  that  day,  Ole  E.  Yelta  implied  to  make  timber  cul- 
ture entry  for  the  same  tract.  An  hour  and  fifty-five  minutes  later, 
Johnson  renewed  his  application  to  enter.  On  the  next  day,  the  local 
ofiicers  allowed  the  entry  of  Yelta  and  rejected  that  of  Johnson. 

JohDSon  appealed,  and  your  offi^,  by  decision  of  October  1, 1890, 
sustained  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and  he  now  appeals  to  this 
Department. 

Tour  decision  is  based  upon  the  case  of  Graham  v.  Carpenter,  9  L. 
D.,  365. 

The  cases  are  not  parallel,  because  in  the  case  at  bar  both  offices 
were  filled,  while  in  the  Carpenter  case  the  office  of  receiver  was 
vacant,  and  so  the  register  could  not  be  considered  as  his  agent  in  the 
performance  of  the  duties  devolving  by  law  upon  his  associate  in  office. 
See  the  case  of  Paris  Meadows  et  al.j  9  L.  D.,  41« 
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This  case  must  therefore  be  decided  upon  principles  differing  in  some 
respects  from  those  governing  the  cases  above  cited. 

The  order  of  the  Oommissioner  to  the  register,  directing  him  to  sus- 
pend skll  business  requiring  joint  action,  was  directly  within  the  au- 
thority given  him  by  statute.  See  section  2478,  Revised  Statutes.  This 
order  was  in  force  at  the  time  of  Johnson's  first  application,  and  the 
action  of  the  register  in  returning  the  same  was  entirely  proper.  He 
could  therefore  establish  no  rights  by  applying  to  make  entry  when 
entries  (which  required  the  joint  action  of  both  officers)  were  not 
allowed  to  be  made. 

In  fact,  the  allowance  of  this  entry  by  the  register  while  such  order 
was  in  force  would  have  conferred  no  rights  upon  the  applicant.  John 
Kii'kpatrick,  3  L  D.,  238. 

It  follows  that  Johnson  lost  nothing  by  failing  to  appeal  from  the 
actiou  of  the  register  in  refusing  to  receive  and  note  upon  the  records 
his  first  application,  ibr  no  such  duty  devolved  upon  the  register,  be- 
cause all  business,  except  the  imparting  of  information,  was  inhibited 
by  the  order,  supra^  of  your  office.  Pending  that  order,  no  entries  could 
be  allowed. 

When  the  office  was  opened  for  the  transaction  of  business,  Yelta 
was  the  first  to  apply  to  enter  this  land,  and  being  first  his  application 
was  properly  allowed. 

The  suspension  of  business  at  the  date  of  Johnson's  application  was 
very  unfortunate  for  him,  but  the  exigencies  of  the  public  service  can 
not  yield  to  the  convenience  of  individuals. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


SCHOOL  LANB-INDBMNITY-  CBIlTMlCATIOW. 

ToNNEB  V.  O'Neill. 

A  school  indemnity  selection  of  land  subject  thereto;  according  to  the  official  strr- 
veys,  approved  and  dnly  certified,  precludes  the  aUowance  of  another  selection 
in  Meu  thereof  until  such  certification  shaU  be  set  aside  by  proper  authority. 

First  Aasistamt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  Office  April  i,  189J2. 

On  the  3d  of  January^  1889,  P.  H.  0'!N^eill  made  application  at  the 
local  land  office,  Los  Angeles,  California,  to  file  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  SE,  J  of  Sec.  20,  T.  1  S.,  E.  7  W.,  S.  P.  M.,  which  was 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  tract  applied  for  was  covered  by  State 
lieu  selection  No.  854,  made  June  23, 1884,  to  supply  deficiency  in  school 
lands  in  Sec.  16,  T.  1  N.,  E.  14  W. 

When  the  said  selection  came  before  you  for  consideration,  you  held 
it  for  cancellation,  on  the  ground  that  said  deficiency  had  been  pro- 
vided for  by  a  prior  selection  by  the  State,  which  had  been  duly  ap- 
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proved.  This  decision  was  made  by  yon  on  the  16th  of  April,  1990, 
and  an  api>eal  was  taken  therefrom. 

O'Neill  api)ealed  firom  the  decision  of  the  local  oflSeerSi  r^ecting  his 
application  to  make  pre-emption  filing  for  the  land,  and  on  the  15th  of 
Kovember,  1890,  yon  decided  that  his  application  being  in  the  nature 
of  an  attack  upon  the  selection,  might  be  accepted,  subject  to  the  final 
action  ui>on  said  selection,  citing  the  case  of  Niven  v.  State  of  Califor- 
nia (6  L.  D.,  439),  in  sapport  of  yonr  conclusion.  An  appeal  was  also 
taken  from  this  decision,  and  each  of  said  appeals  are  now  before  me 
for  consideration. 

From  the  record  before  me  I  leaiii  that  on  the  3d  of  January,  1871,  the 
State  of  California  made  an  indemnity  selection  of  certain  lands  in  Sec 
7,  T.  5  S.,  B.  1  W.,  to  supply  the  deficiency  in  school  lauds  in  section 
sixteen,  already  mentioned.  This  selection  was  numbered  167,  and  was 
approved  January  23, 1875.  A  survey  made  subsequent  to  such  selec- 
tion and  approval  showed  that  the  lands  in  section  seven  were  em- 
braced  in  the  Mexican  grant  San  Jacinto  Yiejo,  which  was  patented  on 
the  17th  of  January,  1880. 

The  survey  in  force  at  the  time  selection  Ko.  167  was  made  and  ap- 
proved, showed  the  land  included  therein  subject  to  such  selection,  and 
in  the  case  of  The  State  of  California  (7  L.  D.,  91)  it  was  held  that  ^^  a 
school  selection  of  land  subject  thereto  according  to  the  official  surveys, 
approved  and  duly  certified,  precludes  the  allowance  of  another  selec- 
tion in  lieu  thereof  until  sucli  certification  shall  be  set  aside  by  proi>er 
authority.'^ 

It  appears  that  the  proper  authorities  of  the  State  of  Califomia,  on 
the  1st  of  July,  1889,  sold,  or  agreed  to  sell,  to  Jefferson  D.  Green  wade, 
the  land  in  question,  and  on  the  11th  of  that  month  he  sold  his  right, 
title  and  interest  therein  to  P.  C.  Tonner,  the  appellant  in  this  proceed- 
ing. These  facts  are  made  to  appear,  as  required  by  rule  102  Bules  of 
Practice,  and  hence  the  motion  of  O'Neill  to  dismiss  the  appeals  be- 
cause they  are  not  brought  by  the  State  of  California,  is  denied. 

Under  the  ruling  of  Secretary  Vilas,  in  the  case  of  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia (7  L.  D.,  91),  that  a  second  lieu  selection  cannot  be  allowed  until 
the  first  one  is  set  aside  by  proper  authority,  your  action  in  holding  the 
second  selection  for  cancellation  would  seem  to  be  justified.  You  re- 
fused to  approve  of  selection  Ko.  854,  to  supply  a  deficiency  already 
apparently  supplied  by  selection  No.  167,  which  latter  selection  had 
been  duly  approved.  So  far  as  appears  by  the  case  as  presented,  that 
selection  has  never  been  set  aside  by  proper  authority,  nor  relinquished 
by  the  State.  Until  this  is  done,  a  second  selection  to  supply  the  defi- 
ciency covered  by  such  first  selection  cannot  be  allowed,  even  though 
such  first  selection  was  invalid.  By  its  approval  and  certification  of 
that  first  selection,  the  Department  exhausted  its  jurisdiction  over  the 
land  covered  thereby,  as  completely  as  though  it  had  transferred  the 
same  by  patent,  and  until  said  scdection  is  canceled  or  set  aside  by 
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"  the  judgment  of  a  court  competent  to  try  the  question  of  title,''  or  by 
the  voluntary  relinquishment  of  the  State,  a  second  selection  can  not 
be  approved.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Hendy  et  dL  v.  Oomp- 
ton  et  al.  (9  L.  D.,  106). 

In  the  present  state  of  the  case  I  do  not  find  that  the  confirmatory 
provisions  of  the  act  of  March  1, 1877  (19  Stat.,  267),  relating  to  indem- 
nity school  selections  in  the  State  of  GaUfornia,  afford  Tonner  any  re- 
lief, and  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  of  (KN'eill  to  make 
preemption  filing  for  the  land,  although  improperly  allowed,  should  be 
permitted  to  remain  of  record,  but  stand  suspended  until  the  right  of 
the  State  to  make  such  second  selection  is  finally  adjudicated.  Said 
selection  should  not,  however,  be  canceled  without  first  giving  the 
proper  parties  notice  of  the  contemplated  action  and  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  in  support  of  the  validity  thereof.  You  will  therefore  give 
said  parties  notice  that  they  will  be  allowed  ninety  days  from  notice 
hereof  within  which  to  show  cause  why  said  selection  should  not  be 
canceled,  and  will  thereafter  take  such  steps  as  may  be  proper  and  nec- 
essary to  a  final  adjudication  of  the  rights  of  the  respective  claimants. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  modified. 


CONTEST-PIIOOF  OF  SERVICE— NOTICE  OF  DECISION. 

Johnson  v.  Still. 

Failure  to  receive  notice  of  a  deolBion  wUl  not  warrant  the  re-instatement  of  a  con- 
test^ in  the  presence  of  an  intervening  adverse  right,  when  such  failure  is  due  to 
the  contestant's  negligence. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  contestant  to  see  that  dne  proof  of  service  of  notice  is  filed  in  the 
local  office. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  April  i,  189Ji. 

On  July  28, 1886,  Eddie  Johnson  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against 
tlie  timber-culture  entry  of  Edward  B.  Still  for  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T. 
25,  E.  48  W.,  Chadron,  Nebraska,  ui)Ou  which  a  hearing  was  ordered, 
and  the  testimony  was  directed  to  be  taken  before  a  notary  public. 

The  contestant  appeared  and  submitted  testimony,  but  the  defendant 
failed  to  appear. 

When  the  testimony  was  received  by  the  loc<al  officers,  they  dismissed 
the  contest,  because  there  was  no  proof  of  service,  either  personally  or 
by  publication. 

Notice  of  this  decision  was  addres^sed  the  contestant  at  the  i)Ost- 

office  given  in  his  affidavit. 
No  appe^il  was  taken  by  him,  but  the  record  was  transmitted  to  your 

office,  and  it  appearing  that  the  testimony  set  forth  in  the  record  sus- 
tained the  charge  set  out  in  the  complaint,  you  returned  it  to  the  local 
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ofQcers,  with  direction  that  he  be  advlBed  that  he  will  be  allowed  to 
take  oat  a  new  summons,  and  proceed  with  the  case  in  accordance  with 
the  mleit  of  practice. 

No  action  was  taken  by  him  under  this  order,  and  on  March  1, 1889, 
yon  dismissed  the  contest  and  closed  the  case. 

On  February  14, 1890,  Johnson  filed  an  application  to  have  his  con- 
test re-instated,  alleging  that  he  never  had  any  notice  of  the  decision  of 
the  local  officers  dismissing  his  contest;  that  at  the  date  of  the  contest 
he  was  living  at  Hemingford,  Nebraska,  but,  before  the  decision  of  the 
local  officers,  he  had  moved  to  Johnston,  Nebraska,  where  his  mother 
lived,  to  which  point  he  instructed  the  postmaster  at  Hemingford  to 
forward  his  mail*,  that  in  answer  to  a  third  letter  of  inquiry,  addressed 
to  the  register  and  receiver,  he  learned  that  the  contest  had  been  dis- 
missed. He  states  that  he  did  not  fomish  the  proof  of  service,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  customary  for  the  publishers  to  forward  proof  of  pub- 
lication to  the  land  office,  and  he  should  not  suffer  for  the  fault  of  the 
publishers. 

It  further  appears  that  since  the  dismissal  of  said  contest,  the  entry 
has  been  contested  by  another  party,  the  entry  canceled,  and  the  land 
has  been  again  entered. 

You  refiised  to  re-instate  said  contest,  and  from  your  decision  John- 
son appealed. 

I  see  no  error  in  your  action.  The  failure  of  the  contestant  to  receive 
notice  of  the  ruling  of  the  local  officers  was  due  wholly  to  his  negligence 
in  failing  to  notify  them  of  his  change  of  post-office  address.  A  notifi- 
cation to  the  postmaster  at  Hemingford  to  forward  his  mail  to  Johnston 
was  not  sufficient  to  relieve  him  of  the  consequences  of  his  failure  to 
receive  the  notice. 

OrantiDg  that  the  publishers  should  have  furnished  the  evidence  of 
publication  of  notice,  yet  it  was  the  duty  of  the  contestant  to  see  that 
proof  of  such  service  was  on  file,  which  must  consist  of  a  copy  of  the 
advertisement  and  the  affidavit  of  the  publisher  or  foreman  attached 
thereto,  showing  that  the  notice  was  successively  inserted  the  requisite 
number  of  times  and  the  dates  thereof  before  he  proceeded  with  the 
trial  of  the  case. 

Besides,  it  is  not  shown,  in  the  manner  required  by  the  rules,  that 
service  by  publication  was  properly  made.  The  only  evidence  of  serv- 
ice being  the  statement  of  contestant  in  his  affidavit,  and  motion  to  re- 
instate, that  he  did  make  such  service. 

The  applicant,  in  my  judgment,  shows  no  sufficient  ground  why  the 
contest  should  be  re-instated  in  the  presence  of  an  adverse  claim. 
Smith  v»  Fitts,  13  L,  D.,  670.    Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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BAILHOAB  RIGHT  OF  TV  AT— ACT  OP  MARCH  8,  1875. 

Seaboard  Eailway  Co. 

A  railway  company  that  does  not  appear  to  be  organized  as  a  common  carrier  for  the 
benefit  of  the  general  public,  with  the  accessories  of  passenger  and  freight  facili- 
ties, is  not  entitled  to  the4>riYilege8  of  the  right  of  way  act. 

Secretary  UToble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  April  i, 

I  have  your  letter  of  the  9th  ultimo  submitting  a  certified  copy  of 
the  articles  of  incorporation  and  the  due  proofs  of  the  organization  of 
the  Seaboard  Eailway  Company  of  Alabama;  also  two  maps  sliowing 
sections  of  the  definitely  located  line  of  the  company's  road,  for  dis- 
tances of  18.7  miles  and  17.3,  miles  respectively,  and  filed  under  the 
provisions  of  the  right  of  way  act  of  March  3, 1876  (18  Stat.,  482). 

Your  recommendation  is  that  the  papers  be  not  accepted  and  the 
maps  not  approved.  They  are  therefore  accordingly  herewith  returned 
without  acceptance  or  approval 

It  is  gathered  from  your  letter  that  this  is  a  narrow  gauge  road 
owned  and  operated  by  the  Seaboard  Manufacturing  Gompacy  which 
conducts  extensive  lumbering  operations  in  the  timber  regions  of  Ala- 
bama, that  Special  Agent  Mayfield,  of  your  of&ce,  has  submitted  sev- 
eral reports  charging  these  companies  with  timber  trespasses  and  that 
this  attempt  to  secure  the  benefits  of  the  provisions  of  the  right  of 
way  act  appears  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the  operations  of 
these  corporations  under  the  fancied  protection  of  law. 

The  maps  show  that  the  company  proposes  to  operate  nineteen  spur 
lines  which  aggregate  a  much  greater  length  than  the  main  line  of  road. 

From  a  consideration  of  the  matter  as  presented  I  am  not  convinced 
that  this  company  is  one  that  is  contemplated  by  the  right  of  way  act. 
It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  organized  as  a  common  carrier  for  the 
benefit  of  the  general  public  with  the  accessories  of  passenger  and 
freight  facilities,  but  for  the  personal  benefit  of  interested  parties* 
Under  these  circumstances  your  recommendation  was  eminently  proper. 


BAIUROAD  GRANT— DECTLARATION  OF  FORFEITITKB. 

New  Orleans  Pacific  By.  Co. 

A  forfeitare  of  a  railroad  grant,  for  breach  of  condition  subsequent;  may  be  declared 
judicially,  in  a  proceeding  duly  authorized,  or  by  a  direct  assertion  of  ownership 
by  an  act  of  Congress. 

The  lands  granted  and  certified  in  aid  of  the  New  Orleans  and  Opelousas  road  under 
the  act  of  June  3, 1856,  and  embraced  within  the  act  of  forfeiture  declared  by 
Congress  July  14, 1870,  were  by  said  act  restored  to  the  public  domain,  and  the 
oertL&cations  thereof  were  annulled  and  vacated  thereby ;  and  the  lands  so  re- 
leased being  public  lands,  at  the  date  the  grant  to  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  be- 
came effectiye,  passed  thereunder  to  said  company. 

Hie  case  of  Horace  B.  Rogers  et  al,,  10  L.  D.,  29,  overruled. 
14661— VOL  14 ^21 
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Secretary  Noble  to  the  CommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  OffioCj  April 

2 J 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  New  Orleans  Paciflc  BaQway 
Company  firom  the  decision  of  yonr  office,  dated  October  9, 1891,  reject- 
ing its  claim  nnder  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  Febmary  8, 1887  (24 
Stat.,  391),  ibr  a  large  arooont  of  land,  and  holding  for  cancellation  the 
lists  of  selections  filed  by  said  company  for  the  same,  for  the  reason 
that  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  said  company's  road  the  title 
of  said  lands  vested  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  which  served  to  except 
them  firom  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company. 

In  its  api>eal  the  company  alleges  error — ^*  In  holding  that  title  to 
said  tract  was  vested  in  the  State  of  Louisiana  at  the  date  of  definite 
location,  which  served  to  except  said  tracts  from  the  company's  grant." 
At  the  request  of  the  company  an  oral  hearing  was  had,  and  the  argu- 
ments then  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  company,  together  with  their 
elaborate  printed  briefs,  have  received  very  careM  and  patient  consid- 
eration. The  record  fiEusts,  so  far  as  necessary  to  the  decision  of  this 
case,  are  as  follows : 

The  act  of  Congress  approved  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat.,  18),  made  a 
present  grant  of  lands  to  said  State  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a 
railroad  {inter  alia)  from  ^^  New  Orleans  by  Opelousas  to  the  State  of 
Texas,"  known  as  the  New  Orleans,  Opelousas  and  Great  Western 
Bailroad.  Section  four  of  said  act  prescribes  the  manner  of  the  dis- 
position of  the  granted  lands,  and  provides  that  ^^  if  said  roads  are  not 
completed  within  ten  years,  no  further  sale  shall  be  made,  and  the  lands 
unsold  shall  revert  to  the  IJnited  States." 

It  appears  that  said  grant  was  adjusted  in  1859,  and  719,193  76-lOOth 
acres  were  certified  to  said  State,  embracing  lands  within  both  the 
primary  and  the  secondary  limits.  Only  eighty  miles  of  the  road  were 
constructed,  and  the  forfeiting  act  of  July  14, 1870  (16  Stat.,  277),  was 
passed,  whicli  declared, — 

That  aU  the  lands  which  were  granted  by  Congress,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred 
and  fifty-sixy  to  the  State  of  Louisiana,  to  aid  in  the  construotion  of  the  New  Orleans, 
Opelousas  and  Qreat  Western  Railroad,  and  whioh  have  not  been  lawfhUy  disposed 
of  by  the  said  State  under  said  grant,  which  has  expired  by  limitation,  or  by  act  of 
Congress  since  the  original  grant,  are  hereby  declared  forfeited  to  the  United  States, 
and  these  lands  shall  hereafter  be  disposed  of  as  other  public  lands  of  the  United 
States. 

By  section  22  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat, 
673-579),  it  was  provided, — 

That  the  New  Orleans,  Baton  Rouge,  and  Vicksburg  Kailroad  Company,  chartered 
by  the  State  of  Louisiana,  shall  have  the  right  to  connect  by  the  most  eligible  route 
to  be  selected  by  said  company  with  the  Texas  Pacific  railroad  at  its  eastern  terminus, 
and  shall  have  the  right  of  way  through  the  public  land  to  the  same  extent  granted 
hereby  to  the  said  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company;  and  in  aid  of  its  construotion 
from  Kew  Orleans  to  Baton  Rouge,  thence  by  the  way  of  Alexandria,  in  said  State, 
to  connect  with  the  said  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company  at  its  eastern  terminns, 
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there  is  hweby  granted  to  said  company,  its  aneceeeors  and  assigns,  the  same  nnmber 
of  idternate  sections  of  public  lands  per  mile,  in  tlie  State  of  Louisiana,  as  are  by 
this  act  granted  in  the  State  of  California^  to  said  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company; 
and  said  lands  shall  be  withdrawn  from  market,  selected,  and  patents  issued  there- 
for, and  oi>ened  for  settlement  and  pre-emption,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in  tbe 
same  manner  and  time  as  is  provided  for  and  required  from  said  Texas  Pacific  Bail- 
Toad  Company,  within  said  State  of  California:  Provided,  That  said  company  shall 
•complete  the  whole  of  said  road  within  five  years  from  the  passage  of  this  act. 

By  section  one  of  the  act  of  Congress  aiJproved  February  8, 1887  (24 
8tat.,  391),  the  lands  granted  to  the  New  Orleans,  Baton  BongeandVicks- 
borg  Bailroad  Company  by  said  act  of  March  3, 1871,  were  forfeited  to 
the  Fnited  States  and  restored  to  the  public  domain — 

In  all  that  part  of  said  grant  which  is  situate  on  the  east  side  of  the  Mississippi 
lUver,  and  also  in  all  that  part  of  said  grant  on  the  west  of  the  Mississippi  Kiver 
which  is  opposite  to  and  coterminous  with  the  part  of  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company,  which  was  completed  on  the  fifth  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred 
and  eighty-one. 

By  section  two  of  said  act  it  was  provided  that  the  title  of  the  United 
States  to  the  lands  granted  to  the  New  Orleans,  Baton  Bouge  and 
Yicksburg  Bailroad  Company,  by  said  act  of  1871, — 

not  herein  declared  forfeited  is  relinquished,  granted,  couYcyed  and  confirmed  to  the 
New  Orleans  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  as  the  assignee  of  the  New  Orleans,  Baton 
Rouge  and  Yicksburg  Railroad  Company,  said  lands  to  be  located  in  accordance  with 
the  map  filed  by  said  New  Orleans  and  Pacific  Railway  Company  in  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  October  27, 1881,  and  November  17, 1882,  which  indicate  the  definite 
location  of  said  road. 

On  February  24, 1888,  the  Oovemor  of  said  State,  in  compliance  with 
the  request  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OfSce,  made  a 
reconveyance  of  the  lands  in  question,  with  others,  to  the  United 
States.  You  state  that  said  lands  are  within  the  primary  limits  of  said 
grant  of  1871,  and  that  some  of  them  were  selected  by  the  New  Orleans 
Pacific  Bailway  Company  on  November  13, 1883,  and  the  remainder  on 
December  28,  same  year,  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  of  March  3, 
1871. 

In  order  to  determine  the  question  whether  said  lands  passed  to  said 
New  Orleans  Pacific  Bailway  Company,  it  will  be  necessary  to  ascer- 
lain  their  status  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road  when 
the  company's  grant  became  effective. 

There  appear  to  be  no  conflicting  claims  of  settlers,  and  the  question 
arises  did  the  certification  of  said  lands  to  the  State,  under  said  grant 
•of  18S6,  except  the  same  trom  the  grant  to  the  company,  under  said 
acts  of  1871  and  1887,  or  did  said  act  of  forfeiture  operate  to  vacate  said 
certification  and  revest  the  title  in  the  United  States. 

The  grant  to  the  New  Orleans,  Baton  Bouge  and  Yicksburg  Bailroad 
0<Mnpany,  its  successors  and  assigns,  by  said  section  22,  was  of  the 
same  number  of  alternate  sections  of  public  lands  per  mOe  in  said  State 
as  were  granted  by  the  same  act  in  the  State  of  Califi>mia  to  the  Texas 
f  adfic  Bailroad  Company.    The  amount  of  land  granted  to  the  last 
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named  company  in  California,  by  section  9  of  said  act  of  1871,  was  ten 
alternate  odd  numbered  sections  of  land  per  mile,  not  mineral,  ^^on 
each  side  of  said  railroad  in  California,  where  the  same  shall  not  have 
been  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States,  and 
to  which  a  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  may  not  have  attached  at 
the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed." 

The  uniform  construction  of  public  grants  in  this  country  firom  iU 
earliest  history  is  that  the  grant  must  be  construed  most  strongly 
against  the  grantee;  that  railroad  grants  are  laws  as  well  as  convey- 
ances, and  must  be  executed  in  accordance  with  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress. The  Dubuque  and  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Litchfield  (23  Howard, 
66-38);  Leavenworth  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States  (92  U.  S.,  733-747); 
Missouri  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Kansas  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  (97  TJ.  S.,  491-497); 
Hall  V.  RusseU  (101  U.  S.,  503-509). 

In  the  case  of  Schulenberg  v.  Harriman  (21  Wallace,  44),  the  supreme 
court  considered  a  railroad  grant  made  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  upon 
the  same  day,  and  upon  almost  the  identical  conditions  as  prescribed 
in  said  act  of  1856,  and  it  was  said  (page  60), — 

That  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  3,  1856,  passed  a  present  interest  in  the  lands 
designated  there  can  be  no  doubt.  The  language  used  imports  a  present  grant  and 
admits  of  no  other  meaning.  The  language  of  the  first  section  is  '  that  there  be, 
and  is  hereby,  granted  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin '  the  lands  specified.  The  third 
section  declares  '  that  the  said  lands  hereby  granted  to  said  State  shaU  be  subject  to 
the  disposal  of  the  legislature  thereof ;  and  the  fourth  section  provides  in  what 
maimer  sales  shall  be  made,  and  the  lands  unsold  '  shall  revert  to  the  United  Statos.' 
The  power  of  disposal,  and  the  provision  for  the  lands  reverting,  both  imply  what 
the  first  section  in  terms  declares,  that  a  grant  is  made,  that  is,  that  the  title  is 
transferred  to  the  State. 

The  conrt  also  said  (page  63), — 

And  it  is  settled  layr  that  no  one  can  take  advantage  of  the  non-performance  of  a 
condition  subsequent  annexed  to  an  estate  in  fee,  but  the  grantor  or  his  heirs,  or  tho 
successors  of  the  grantor,  if  the  grant  proceed  from  an  artificial  person ;  and  if  they 
do  not  see  fit  to  assert  their  right  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  on  that  ground  the  title  re- 
mains unimpaired  in  the  grantee. 

The  court  further  indicated  the  manner  in  which  the  grantor  may 
assert  his  right  of  re-entry  on  account  of  a  breach  of  the  condition 
subsequent,  so  as  to  restore  the  estate  as  if  it  had  never  been  granted. 

At  common  law,  an  actual  entry  for  breach  of  condition  by  the 
grantor,  or  his  heirs,  must  be  made  in  order  to  revest  the  estate  in  the 
grantor,  and  when  such  entry  is  made  he  ^^  becomes  seized  of  his  first 
estate  and  he  avoids  of  course  all  intermediate  charges  ^nd  incum- 
brances.'^ Shep,  Touchstone,  Vol.  1,  pp.  121, 165;  4  Kent's  Oomm.,  126f 
3  Black.  Comm.,  174, 

This  rule  was  not  applicable  to  the  King  for  his  right  was  determined 
by  an  "  inquest  of  office,"  which  was  "  an  inquiry  made  by  .the  King 
(or  Queen's  officer),  his  sheriff,  coroner,  or  escheator,  virtute  officii,  or 
by  writ  sent  to  them  for  that  purpose,  or  by  commissioners  esi)ecially 
appointed^  concerning  any  matter  that  entitles  the  King  to  the  posses- 
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Bion  of  lands  or  tenements,  goods  or  chattels.^  Wharton's  Law  Dic- 
tionary, p.  493. 

If  the  inquiry  relative  to  real  property  is  found  in  favor  of  the  King, 
it  oi)erates  to  place  him  in  immediate  possession  without  any  actual 
entryj  provided,  however,  "a  subject  in  a  like  case  would  have  had  a 
right  to  enter.''    3  Black.  Comm.,  260;  4  Kent's  Comm.,  427. 

But  we  are  not  confined  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law  to  determine 
the  mode  or  manner  in  which  the  government  may  assert  its  right  to 
the  lands  granted,  upon  the  breach  of  the  condition  annexed  to  the 
grant.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  courts  that  the  forfeiture 
may  be  judicially  declared  in  a  proceeding  duly  authorized,  or  by  a 
direct  assertion  of  ownership  by  an  act  of  Congress. 

Congress  ha«  the  power  of  disposition  of  the  public  lands  of  the 
United  States.  Articles  IV,  section  3,  clause  2,  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Bepentigny  (5  Wallace,  211-268), 
the  supreme  court  said, — 

The  mode  of  asserting  (a  foTfeitnre)  or  of  assuming  the  forfeited  grant,  is  subject 
to  the  legislative  authority  of  the  government.  It  may  be  after  Judicial  investiga- 
tion, or  by  taking  possession  directly  under  the  authority  of  the  govemment  with- 
out these  preliminary  proceedings. 

citing  Smith  v.  Maryland  (6  Cranch.,  286)^  and  Fairfax  v.  Hunter  (7 
Cranch.,  603, 622, 631). 

This  doctrine  was  reasserted  in  the  case  of  Schulenburg  v.  Harriman 
{mpra),  in  which  the  court  said, — 

In  what  manner  the  reserved  right  of  the  grantor  for  breach  of  the  condition  must 
be  asserted  so  as  to  restore  the  estate,  depends  upon  the  character  of  the  grant.  If 
it  be  a  private  grant,  that  right  must  be  asserted  by  entry  or  its  equivalent.  K  the 
grant  be  a  public  one,  it  must  be  asserted  by  Judicial  proceedings  authorized  by  law, 
the  equivalent  of  an  inquest  of  office  at  common  law,  finding  the  fact  of  forfeiture 
and  adjudging  the  restoration  of  the  estate  on  that  ground,  or  there  must  be  some 
legislative  assertion  of  ownership  of  the  property  for  breach  of  the  condition,  such 
as  an  act  directing  the  possession  and  appropriation  of  the  property,  or  that  it  be 
offered  for  sal^  or  settlement. 

The  same  principle  has  been  repeatedly  announced  by  the  court  in 
the  following  cases:  Famsworth,  et.  al.  v.  Minnesota  and  Pacific  E.  K« 
Co.  (92  U,  S.,  49);  McMickin  v.  United  States  (97  TJ.  S.,  204-218)}  Yan 
TVyck  V.  Knevals  (106  U.  S.,  360) ;  St.  Louis  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  McGee 
(115  U.  S.,  469)  5  Kew  Orleans  Pacific  Ey.  Co.  v.  United  States  (124  U. 
S.,  124-129)  J  Bybee  v.  Oregon  &  California  E.  E.  Co.  (139  U.  S.,  663, 
675). 

Keeping  in  mind  the  fact  that  in  the  construction  of  the  laws  of  Con- 
gress, the  rules  of  the  common  law  should  be  followed  (1  Story  Comm. 
on  Con.,  Sec.  158,  note) ;  (1  Kent's  Comm.,  336-341)  j  Ei^e  v.  The  Min- 
nesota &  Korthwestem  E.  E.  Co.  (1  Black,  502-507),  we  can  easily  de- 
termine the  effect  to  be  given  to  said  forfeiting  act  of  1870.  The  act 
expressly  declares  that  cUl  the  lands  granted  to  aid  in  the  constructiou 
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of  the  New  Orleans,  Opelousas  and  Great  Western  Bailroad,  which 
had  not  been  lawfully  disposed  of  by  the  State  under  the  grant  which 
had  expired  by  limitation,  or  which  had  not  been  disposed  of  by  some 
act  of  Congress  subsequent  to  the  grant,  "  are  hereby  declared  forfeited 
to  the  United  States,  and  these  lands  shall  hereafter  be  disposed  of  as 
other  public  lands  of  the  United  States."  There  can  be  no  question 
but  that  Congress  intended  to  forfeit  to  the  United  States  and  resume 
possession  of  the  unearned  lands  and  those  not  lawfully  disi>osed  of  by 
the  State  of  Louisiana  under  said  act  of  1856,  and  that  thereafter  such 
lands  should  be  disposed  of  as  other  public  lands  of  the  United  States. 
Indeed,  the  language  is  so  plain  and  free  from  ambiguity  as  to  admit 
of  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  Congress. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Fisher  (2  Cranch,  358-386),  Mr.  Chief: 
Justice  Marshall  said,  '^  Where  the  intent  is  plain^  nothing  .is  left  to 
construction.  Where  the  mind  labors  to  discover  the  design  of  the 
legislature,  it  seizes  everjrthing  from  which  aid  can  be  derived."  Dog- 
gett  V.  Kailroad  Company  (99  U.  S.,  72-78). 

It  is  true  that  prior  to  the  date  of  said  forfeiting  act,  lists  of  the 
lands  inuring  to  the  State  under  said  grant  had  been  certified  by  thi» 
Department  in  accordance  with  the  custom  then  prevailing.  But  such 
certification  could  not  add  to  or  detract  from  the  title  vested  in  the 
State  by  said  granting  act.  Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  Black  was  of  the 
opinion  that  a  similar  act  of  Congress,  granting  certain  lands  to  the 
States  of  Missouri  and  Arkansas,  vested  in  those  States  ^^  all  the  estate 
which  the  United  States  had  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  grant,  except 
what  is  expressly  excepted" — citing  United  States  v.  Percheman  (7 
Peters,  51)  j  Mitchell  v.  United  States  (9  Peters,  711) ;  United  States  v^ 
Brooks  (10  Howard,  442) ;  Lessieur  v.  Price  (12  Howard,  59) ;  Ladiga 
<?.  Eoland  (2  Howard,  581);  Godfrey  v.  Beardsley  (2  McLean,  412).  He 
also  declared  that  the  act  of  Congress  approved  August  3, 1854  (10  Stat.,. 
346),  now  embodied  in  section  2449,  Bevised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  applied  "  to  legislative  grants  where  the  law  does  not  convey  the 
fee  simple  title,  or  require  patents  to  be  issued  for  the  lands.  The  Mis- 
souri and  Arkansas  grants  are  not  of  that  kind."  He  also  added  that 
when  the  road  was  definitely  located,  the  title  to  each  particular  parcel 
"  will  be  as  complete  as  if  it  had  been  granted  by  name,  number  or  de- 
scription;'' that  there  was  no  objection  to  famishing  lists  of  landa 
inuring  to  the  grantee  to  any  person  who  desires  to  make  a  proper  use 
of  them  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OflSce,  just  as  he 
would  give  other  information  from  the  records  of  his  office,  but  "such 
lists  can  have  no  influence  on  the  title  of  the  States,''  (9  Op.,  41). 

This  view  was  also  held  by  Solicitor-General  Phillipps,  and  approved 
by  Attorney  General  Williams,  concerning  the  grant  by  act  of  Congresa 
approved  May  17, 1856  (11  Stat.,  15, 16)  to  the  State  of  Alabama.  (See 
14  Op.,  615-623). 

But,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  said  cei> 
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tificates  ''  shall  be  regarded  as  conveying  the  fee  simple  of  all  the  lands 
embraced  in  such  lists,"  for  if,  as  declared  in  St.  Lonis,  etc.  Ky.  Go.  v. 
McGee  («tipra),  the  forfeiting  act  <<  is  to  take  the  place  of  a  suit  by  the 
United  States  to  enforce  a  forfeiture,''  and  when  such  is  the  object  of 
the  act  beyond  question,  it  must  be  held  to  be  as  effective  in  revesting 
the  title  in  the  United  States  as  if  a  judgment  or  forfeiture  to  the  same 
effect  had  been  duly  rendered  in  the  proper  judicial  tribunaL 

In  the  case  of  Wisconsin  E.  B.  Co.  v.  Price  County  (133  U.  8.,  496- 
KIO),  the  supreme  court  said  that  the  road  having  been  built,  as  re- 
quired by  law,  it  had  an  absolute  right  oi  title  to  the  lands  granted,  and 
it  matters  not  which  term  is  used;  that, 

The  sabsequent  issae  of  the  patents  by  the  United  States  was  not  essential  to  the 
right  of  the  company  to  tiiose  parcels,  althoagh  in  many  respects  they  wonld  have 
been  of  great  service  to  it.  They  woold  have  served  to  identify  the  lands  as  coter- 
minons  with  the  road  completed;  they  wonld  have  been  evidence  that  the  grantee 
had  complied  with  the  conditions  of  the  grant,  and  to  that  extent  that  the  grant  was 
relieved  of  possibility  of  forfeiture  for  breach  of  them ;  they  wovUL  have  obviated 
the  necessity  of  any  other  evidence  of  the  grantee's  right  to  the  lands ;  and  they 
wonld  have  been  evidence  that  the  lands  were  snbject  to  the  disposal  of  the  railroad 
company  with  the  consent  of  the  government.  They  wonld  have  been  in  these  res- 
pects deeds  of  farther  assurance  of  the  patentee's  title,  and,  therefore,  a  source  of 
quiet  and  peace  to  it  in  its  possessions. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  absolute  right  of  disposal  of  all  of 
fhe  lands  granted  can  accrue  only  upon  the  building  of  the  road  by  the 
company  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  granting  act,  and,  if  the 
road  is  not  built  as  required  by  law,  then  Congress  is  authorized  to  say 
in  what  manner  the  title  shall  be  revested  in  the  United  States.  Rail- 
road Land  Co.  v.  Courtright  (21  Wallace,  310) ;  Billups  v.  Lindsey  (70 
Ala.,  521) ;  Alabama  and  Chattanooga  B.  B.  Co.  (8  L.  D.,  33-37). 

This  being  so,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  lands  embraced  within 
the  provisions  of  said  forfeiting  act  were  restored  to  the  public  domain, 
and,  in  the  language  of  the  act,  they  were  therafter  to  <<  be  disposed  of 
as  other  public  lands  of  the  United  States."  Moreover,  this  view  seems 
to  have  been  acted  ux>on  by  the  Executive  Department,  for  under  the 
provisions  of  theact  of  July  4, 1876  (19  Stat.,  73),  a  large  amount  of 
the  lands  certified  to  the  State  under  said  act  of  1856,  were  sold  at 
private  entry,  under  the  proclamations  of  the  President,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 20  and  May  8, 1879  (Nos.  847  and  852),  and  also  to  pre-emption 
settlers.  The  only  departmental  decision  contrary  to  the  view  herein 
expressed,  is  the  case  of  Horace  B.  Bogers,  et*  al.  (10  L.  D.,  29),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  the  lands  applied  for  ^<  have  been  certified  to  the 
State  of  Michigan,"  for  the  benefit  of  the  Marquette,  Houghton  and 
Ontonagon  K  B.  Company,  and,  although  Congress  by  act  of  March  2, 
1889  (25  Stat,  1008),  had  forfeited  said  lands  and  <<  resumed  title  to  the 
Bftme,"  yet  <^  as  these  lands  have  been  certified  to  said  State  for  the 
benefit  of  said  company,  and  title  is  now  outstanding,  suit  should  be 
brought  to  cancel  said  certification,  unless  the  company  will  reconvey 
fluid  liUids  upon  application."    It  does  not  appear  in  said  decision  when 
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the  lands  applied  for  were  certified  to  the  State,  and  it  would  seem  to 
be  unnecessary,  if  by  the  forfeiting  act  of  1889  the  United  States  "  re- 
Bumed  title  to  the  same,"  to  require  any  reconveyance,  or  to  institute 
suit  to  cancel  said  certification.  Besides,  said  case  appears  to  be  in 
conflict  with  the  later  case  of  Victorien  v,  New  Orleans  Pacific  Ry.  Co. 
(10  L.  D.,  637),  which  held  that  "  the  forfeiture  of  the  grant  of  June  3, 
1856,  by  the  act  of  July  14, 1870,  rendered  the  lands  so  forfeited  at 
once  subject  to  settlement."  If  the  lands  were  subject  to  settlement  it 
must  have  been  because  they  were  to  "  be  disposed  of  as  other  public 
lands  of  the  United  States.''  It  must  therefore  be  held  that  said  cer- 
tificates, so  far  as  they  covered  lands  included  in  the  terms  of  the  for- 
leiting  act  of  1870,  were  annulled  and  vacated,  and  the  lands  restored 
to  the  public  domain,  and  being  public  lands  at  the  date  the  right  of 
said  company  attached  they  passed  under  its  grant. 

The  case  of  Horace  B.  Eogers  et  al.  (supra)  is  overruled,  and  the  de- 
cision of  your  office  must  be,  and  it  is  herebyi  reversed. 


BAILBOAD  GBANT— DECLARATION  OF  FOBFEITUIUB. 

Kbw  Obleans  Paoifio  By.  Co.  v.  Sanoieb. 

Under  a  grant  of  landa  in  aid  of  a  railway  company,  a  forfeiture  for  breach  of  oon- 
dition  may  be  declared  by  Judicial  decree  or  act  of  Congress. 

The  grant  of  June  8, 1856,  provided  that  if  any  of  the  roads  for  which  lands  were 
granted  should  not  be  completed  within  ten  years  the  unsold  lands  should  rerert 
to  the  Uniiied  States,  and  under  this  grant  lands  were  certified  to  the  State  for 
the  benefit  of  the  New  Orleans  and  Opelonsas  road.  The  act  of  July  11, 1870,  de- 
clared a  forfeiture  of  the  lands  so  granted  to  said  company,  and  provided  that 
said  lands  ''shaU  be  hereafter  dinposed  of  as  other  public  lands  of  the  United 
States.  Held,  That  said  act  of  forfeiture  operated  to  restore  said  lands  to  the 
public  domain  free  from  the  efiTect  of  the  original  grant  and  the  certification 
thereunder. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April  J^ 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Kew  Orleans  Pacific  Bail  way  Company 
V.  Alcie  Sancier^  on  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  decision  of  May 
24, 1889,  rejecting  its  claim  to  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  6,  Tp.  4  S.,  EL  1  B., 
New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  land  district. 

This  tract  is  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act 
of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  573)  to  the  New  Orleans,  Baton  Rouge,  and 
Yicksburg  Eailroad  Company,  the  appellant  here  being  recognized  as 
the  successor  of  that  company.  The  line  of  the  company's  road  was 
definitely  located  opposite  this  tract  November  17, 1882,  and  on  Decem- 
ber 28, 1883,  said  company  applied  to  list  this  tract  as  a  part  of  its 
grant. 

On  June  30, 1888,  Sander  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said 
tract,  alleging  settlement  thereon  March  1^  of  that  year.    The  company 
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filed  objections  to  the  allowance  of  sncli  application,  and  a  hearing  was 
ordered  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Before  the  day  set  for 
such  hearing,  the  homestead  applicant  filed  a  statement  setting  forth 
that  he  had  settled  upon  said  tract  as  public  land;  that  the  company's 
claim  was  against  the  government  and  to  be  settled  between  them  and 
not  between  him  and  the  company,  whereupon  the  local  officers  for- 
warded the  papers  to  your  office  for  instructions  in  the  premises. 

Your  office,  in  deciding  the  case,  recited  the  fact  that  this  tract  was 
cci-tified  to  the  State  of  Louisiana,  October  7, 1859,  for  the  New  Orleans, 
Ox)elou8as  and  Great  Western  Bailroad  Company,  under  the  act  of 
June  3, 1856,  and  that  while  said  grant  was  declared  forfeited  by  act  of 
July  14, 1870,  yet  the  certificate  to  the  State  remained  intact  until  Feb- 
ruary 24, 1888  when  a  reconveyance  was  made  by  the  governor,  and 
held  that  at  the  date  the  rights  of  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Company 
attached  ^<  the  title  to  the  land  was  in  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  did 
not  pass  under  said  grant  but  was  excepted  therefirom  by  the  certifi- 
cation aforesaid." 

The  question  then  is  as  to  the  effect  of  the  forfeiting  act  upon  the  title 
to  this  land,  and  it  is  all  the  more  imx>ortant  because  a  large  body  of 
land,  stated  by  counsel  for  the  railroad  company  aa  nearly  two  hundred 
thousand  acres,  will  be  affected  by  the  ruling  upon  this  question. 

The  act  of  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat.,  18)  was  as  to  the  granting  clause 
in  the  same  words  as  grants  to  other  States  made  about  that  time,  viz. 
^<  That  there  be  and  is  hereby  granted  to  the  State  of  Louisiana"  etc. 
and  further  provided  that  if  any  road  for  which  land  was  thus  granted 
should  not  be  completed  within  ten  years,  the  land  then  remaining 
unsold  should  revert  to  the  United  States.  A  list  of  lands,  embracing 
the  tract  here  in  question,  was,  on  October  7, 1859,  certified  to  as  con- 
taining lands  inuring  to  the  State  under  said  grant.  The  company 
claiming  that  part  of  the  grant  to  the  State  pertaining  to  the  line  of 
road  "from  New  Orleans  to  Opelousas  to  the  State  line  of  Texas  "  failed 
to  complete  its  road,  and  by  act  of  July  14, 1870  (16  Stat.,  377)  that 
part  of  the  grant  of  1856  was  declared  forfeited.  The  forfeiting  act 
reads  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  eto.  That  all  lands  which  were  granted  by  Congress,  in  the  year 
eighteen  hnndred  and  fifty-six,  to  the  State  of  Louisiana,  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  the  New  Orleans,  Opelousas,  and  Great  Western  Railroad,  and  which  have  not  been 
lawfully  disposed  of  by  the  said  State  under  said  grant,  which  has  expired  by  limi- 
tation, or  by  act  of  Congress  since  the  original  grant,  are  hereby  declared  forfeited 
to  the  United  States,  and  these  lands  shall  hereafter  be  disposed  of  as  other  publio 
lands  of  the  United  States. 

Section  22  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  573)  declares  "  there 
is  hereby  Ranted''  to  the  !New  Orleans,  Baton  Eouge  and  Vicksburg 
Bailroad  Company  in  aid  of  its  construction  from  Kew  Orleans  to  Baton. 
Bouge,  thence  by  way  of  Alexandria  to  connect  with  the  eastern  ter- 
minus of  the  Texas  Pacific  road,  the  same  number  of  alternate  sections 
of  public  lands  per  mile  as  had  been  in  section  9  of  said  act  granted  the 
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Texas  Pacific  Company  in  California,  and  said  lands  were  to  be  with- 
drawn from  market,  selected,  and  patents  issued  therefor,  upon  the 
same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  for  in  the  case  of  the 
Texas  Pacific  Company.  This  grant  was  of  alternate  sections  of  publie 
lands,  not  mineral,  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the  amount  of  ten 
sections  per  mile  "  where  the  same  shall  not  have  been  sold,  reserved^ 
or  otherwise  disposed  of,  by  the  United  States,  and  to  which  a  pre- 
emption or  homestead  claim  may  not  have  attached  at  the  time  the  line 
of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed.'^  It  was  also  provided  (Section  12)  that 
the  company  should,  within  two  years,  designate  the  general  route  of 
its  road  and  file  a  map  thereof  in  this  Department,  and  that  thereupon, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  immediately  cause  the  lands  within 
the  granted  limits  to  be  withdrawn  from  pre-emption  private  entry  and 
sale. 

On  November  11, 1871,  the  company  filed  a  map  of  designated  route 
of  that  portion  of  its  road  running  from  Shrevei>ort  by  way  of  Alex« 
andria  to  Baton  Bouge,  and  on  !N^ovember  29,  a  withdrawal  of  publio 
lands  along  the  line  so  designated  was  ordered  by  your  office.  On 
February  13, 1873,  a  map  of  general  route  covering  that  portion  of  the 
road  from  New  Orleans  to  Baton  Bouge  was  filed,  and  the  public  lands 
along  the  line  designated  thereby  were  ordered  withdrawn. 

By  order  of  January  30, 1873,  your  office  directed  that  all  lands  ap- 
proved to  the  State  under  the  act  of  1856  ^<  and  falling  outside  the  with- 
drawn limits  of  New  Orleans,  Baton  Bouge,  and  Yicksburg  Bailroad^ 
authorized  by  act  of  March  3, 1871"  be  restored  to  settlement  and  sale» 
This  was  the  condition  of  the  land  in  question  at  the  date  the  New  Or- 
leans Pacific  Company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location,  and  the  question 
presented  is  ss  to  whether  it  was  public  land  which  had  not  then 
^^been  sold,  reserved  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  United  States." 

It  may  be  mentioned  as  a  part  of  the  history  of  this  grant  that  by  act 
of  February  8, 1887  (24  Stat.,  391)  a  portion  of  the  grant  to  the  New 
Orleans,  Baton  Bouge  and  Yicksburg  Company  was  declared  forfeited,, 
and  the  title  of  the  United  States  and  said  company  to  the  lands  in 
that  x>ortion  of  the  grant  not  therein  declared  forfeited  was  ^^  relin- 
quished, granted,  conveyed  and  confirmed"  to  the  New  Orleans  Pacific 
Company  as  assignee  of  the  former  company. 

The  fundamental  proposition  submitted  in  behalf  of  the  appellant  com- 
pany that  the  act  of  1856  made  a  present  grant,  and  that  the  title  to  the 
tracts  to  be  afterwards  designated  by  the  location  of  the  roads  passed 
to  the  State  as  of  the  date  of  said  act,  and  in  support  of  which  counsel 
cite  Schulenberg  v.  Harriman  (21  Wall.,  60)  no  one  will  attempt  to 
controvert.  It  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  title  thus  conveyed  did 
not  revest  in  the  United  States  upon  default  in  the  construction  of  the 
road  within  the  time  limited  in  the  granting  aet  in  the  absence  of  appro- 
priate action  upon  the  part  of  the  grantor  to  that  end.  These  specific 
points  were  considered  by  Attorney  General  Brewster,  and  his  oonclu- 
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sions  thereon  are  found  in  his  opinion  of  June  13, 1882,  addressed  to 
Secretary  TeUer  (17  Ops.,  370). 

Whether  the  action  taken  in  this  case  was  effectual,  propria  vigore^ 
to  re-invest  in  the  United  States  the  title  to  this  tract  of  land,  and  others 
similarly  situated,  is  the  question  to  be  determined. 

One  of  the  earliest  cases  in  which  the  question  as  to  the  forfeiture  of 
a  public  grant  was  presented  to,  and  discussed  by,  the  supreme  court 
of  the  United  States  is  the  case  of  United  States  t?.  Eepentigny  (6  Wall,,. 
211)  in  the  decision  of  which  case  it  was  said: 

We  agree  that  before  a  forfeiture  or  reunion  with  the  pnblio  domain  conld  take 
place,  a  judicial  inquiry  should  be  instituted,  or,  in  the  technical  language  of  the 
common  law,  office  found,  or  its  legal  equivalent.  A  legislative  act,  directing  the 
posseesion  and  appropriation  of  the  land,  is  equivalent  to  office  found.  The  mode  of 
asserting  or  of  assuming  the  forfeited  grant,  is  subject  to  the  legislative  authority  of 
the  government.  It  may  be  after  judicial  investigation,  or  by  taking  possession 
directly,  under  the  authority  of  the  government,  without  these  preliminary  pro- 
ceedings. 

That  case  was  referred  to  in  the  case  of  Schulenberg  v.  Harriman  (21 
WalL,  44)  wherein  was  involved  the  question  of  the  status  of  a  tract  of 
land,  included  in  a  grant  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  in  all  respects 
similar  to  the  grant  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  after  condi- 
tion broken,  but  prior  to  any  declaration  of  forfeiture.  The  court  there 
said: 

In  what  manner  the  reserved  right  of  the  grantor  for  breach  of  the  condition  must 
be  asserted  so  as  to  restore  the  estate  depends  upon  the  character  of  the  grant.  If 
it  be  a  private  grant,  that  right  must  be  asserted  by  entry  or  its  equivalent.  If  the 
grant  be  a  public  one  it  must  be  asserted  by  judicial  proceedings  authorized  by  law, 
the  equivalent  of  an  inquest  of  office  at  common  law,  finding  the  feufst  ot  forfeiture 
and  adjudging  the  restoration  of  the  estate  on  that  ground,  or  there  must  be  some 
legislative  assertion  of  ownership  of  the  property  for  breach  of  the  condition,  such 
as  an  act  directing  the  possession  and  appropriation  of  the  property,  or  that  it  be 
offered  for  sale  or  settlement.  At  common  law  the  sovereign  could  not  make  an 
entry  in  person,  and,  therefore,  an  office-found  was  necessary  to  determine  the  estate, 
but,  as  said  by  this  court  in  a  late  case,  ''  the  mode  of  asserting  or  of  resuming  the 
forfeited  grant  is  subject  to  the  legislative  authority  of  the  government.  It  may 
be  after  judicial  investigation,  or  by  taking  possession  directly  under  the  authority 
of  the  government  without  these  preliminary  proceedings." 

In  the  case  of  Famsworth  et  al.  v.  Minnesota  and  Pacific  B.  B.  Go.  et 
al.  (92  U.  8.,  49),  which  involved  the  effectiveness  of  a  legislative  dec/- 
laration  of  forfeiture,  it  was  said: 

A  forfeiture  by  the  State  of  an  interest  in  lands  and  connected  franchises,  granted 
for  the  construction  of  a  public  work,  may  be  declared  for  non-compliance  with  the 
conditions  annexed  to  their  grant,  or  to  their  possession,  when  the  forfeiture  is  pro- 
vided by  statute,  without  judicial  proceedings  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  failure 
of  the  grantee  to  perform  the  conditions.  Such  mode  of  ascertainment  and  deter- 
mination— that  is  by  judicial  proceedings — ^is  attended  with  many  conveniences  and 
advantages  over  any  other  mode,  as  it  establishes  as  matter  of  record,  importing 
verity  against  the  grantee,  the  facts  upon  which  the  forfeiture  depends,  and  thus 
avoids  uncertainty  in  titles,  and  consequent  litigation.  But  that  mode  is  not  essential 
to  tbe  divestltore  of  the  interest  where  the  grant  is  for  the  accomplishment  of  an  ob* 
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ject  in  which  the  public  is  concerned,  and  is  made  by  a  law  which  expressly  proTides 
for  the  forfeiture  when  that  object  is  not  accomplished.  Where  land  and  franchises 
are  thus  held,  any  public  assertion  by  legislatiye  act  of  the  ownership  of  the  State, 
after  default  of  the  grantee— such  as  an  act  resuming  control  of  them  and  appropri- 
ating them  to  particular  uses,  or  granting  them  to  others  to  cxury  out  the  original 
-object, — ^will  be  equally  eflfectual  and  operative. 

These  cases  were  cited  and  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  them  was  re- 
affinned  in  the  case  of  McMicken  v.  United  States  (97  U.  S.,  204)  wherein 
it  was  said : 

This  court  has  in  several  cases  maintained  the  doctrine  that  an  actual  entry  or 
office  found  is  not  necessary  to  enable  the  government  to  take  advantage  of  a  con-  < 
dition  broken,  and  to  resume  the  possession  of  lands  which  have  become  forfeited. 

In  the  case  of  Kew  Orleans  Pacific  Eailway  Company  v.  ITnited 
States  (124  TJ.  S.,  124)  the  court  referred  to  the  Farnsworth  case  supraj 
and  re-affirmed  the  doctrine  there  laid  down. 

Again  in  the  case  of  Bybee  v.  Oregon  and  California  Eailroad  Com- 
pany (139  U.  S.,  663)  involving  the  force  and  effect  of  the  forfeiture 
•clause  in  the  act  of  July  25, 1866  (14  Stat.,  239)  similar  to  the  one  in  the 
grant  now  under  consideration^  it  was  said: 

And  in  all  the  cases  in  which  the  question  has  been  passed  upon  by  this  court,  the 
failure  to  complete  the  road  within  the  time  limited  is  treated  as  a  condition  subse- 
quent, not  operating  ipto/aoto  as  a  revocation  of  the  grant,  but  as  authorizing  the 
goYemment  itself  to  take  advantage  of  it,  and  forfeit  the  grant  by  judicial  proceed- 
ings, or  by  an  act  of  Congress,  resuming  title  to  the  lands. 

The  court  after  citing  the  case  of  Schulenberg  v.  Harriman,  and  stat- 
ing the  doctrine  therein  laid  down,  proceed  as  follows: 

The  doctrine  of  this  case  was  approved  and  reappUed  to  a  similar  grant  to  the  St. 
Joseph  and  Denver  City  Railroad,  in  Van  Wyck  v,  Knevals,  106  U.  S.,  360.  In  St. 
Louis  &c.  Railway  Co.  f .  McGee,  115  U.  S.,  469,  473,  it  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Waite  to  have  been  often  decided  *'  that  lands  granted  by  Congress  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of  railroads  do  not  revert  after  condition  broken  until  a  forfeiture  has  been 
asserted  by  the  United  States,  either  through  judicial  proceedings  instituted  under 
authority  of  law  for  that  purpose,  or  through  some  legislative  action  legally  equiva- 
lent to  a  Judgment  of  office  found  at  common  law/'  '' Legislation  to  be  sufficient 
must  manifest  an  intention  by  Congress  to  reassert  title  and  to  resume  possession. 
As  it  is  to  take  the  place  of  a  suit  by  the  United  States  to  enforce  a  forfeiture,  and 
judgment  therein  establishing  the  right,  it  should  be  direct,  positive  and  free  £rom 
all  doubt  or  ambiguity.''  The  manner  in  which  this  forfeiture  shall  be  declared  is 
also  stated  in  United  States  v,  Repcntigny,  5  Wall.,  211,  267;  Farnsworth  v.  Minne- 
sota and  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  92  U.  S.,  49,  66;  McMicken  v.  United  States,  97  U.  S. 
204,  217. 

These  authorities  sufficiently  present  the  doctrine  applicable  in  such 
cases,  and  it  only  remains  to  make  the  application  to  the  case  before  us. 
Here  there  was  a  grant  made  for  the  accomplishment  of  an  object  in 
which  the  public  was  concerned  by  a  law  which  expressly  provided  for 
a  forfeiture  when  the  object  of  the  grant  was  not  accomplished  within  a 
limited  time  therein.  This  grant  then  presents  the  conditions  of  a  grant 
which  the  supreme  court  said  in  Farnsworth  et  ah  v.  Minnesota  and 
Pacific  E.  B.  Co.  et  ah  might  be  forfeited  as  effectually  by  legislative 
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act  as  by  jadicial  proceedings.  The  court  has  said,  however,  that  whero 
a  graut  is  of  the  character  that  may  be  forfeited  by  legislative  actioa 
any  public  assertion  by  legislative  act  of  the  ownership  of  the  State  ia 
effectual  and  operative.  In  the  different  cases  cited,  illustrations  are 
given  of  the  character  of  legislative  action  that  would  be  sufficient  to 
re-invest  the  title  in  the  grantor,  and  among  these  we  find  an  act  ^'  di- 
recting the  possession  and  appropriation  of  the  land,"  or  one  directing 
"  that  it  be  offered  for  sale  or  settlement,"  or  one  appropriating  the  landa 
to  others  to  carry  out  the  original  object.  The  forfeiting  act  here  under 
consideration,  after  declaring  a  forfeiture  for  condition  broken,  proceeds 
'  '<  and  the^e  lands  shall  hereafter  be  disposed  of  as  other  public  lands  of 
the  United  States."  This  is  exactly  the  provision  which  the  supreme 
court  said  in  Schulenberg  v.  Harriman  supra  would  render  a  forfeiting 
effective  to  re-invest  title  in  the  United  States.  This  act  was  sufficient 
to  and  did,  in  my  opinion,  operate  to  effect  a  reunion  of  the  lands  af- 
fected by  it,  with  the  public  domain. 

Your  decision  in  this  case  is  upon  the  theory,  apparently  that  the 
title  to  these  lands  was  vested  in  the  State  by  the  certification  in  1859, 
and  that  it  required  a  reconveyance  or  release  from  the  State  to  re- 
invest the  title  in  the  United  States.  It  is  doubtful  if  the  list  certified 
to  the  State  was  intended  for  any  other  purpose  than  to  give  notice  of 
the  lands  that  it  was  supposed  would  be  within  said  grant.  That  list, 
it  is  stated,  contained  both  granted  and  indemnity  lands,  and  that  fact 
strengthens  the  theory  that  it  was  simply  an  "  information  list." 

The  act  of  June  3, 1856  did  not  require  or  provide  for  a  certification 
of  the  lands  granted,  nor  did  it  provide  for  the  issuance  of  patents. 

The  act  of  August  3, 1854- (10  Stat,  346)  provides  as  follows: 

That  in  all  cases  where  lands  have  been,  or  fihall  hereafter  be,  granted  by  any  law 
of  Congress,  to  any  one  of  the  several  States  and  Territories ;  and  where  such  law 
does  not  convey  the  fee  simple  title  of  such  lands,  or  require  patents  to  be  issued 
therefor;  the  lists  of  snch  lands  which  have  been  or  may  hereafter  be  certified  by  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  nnder  the  seal  of  said  office,  either  as  origi- 
nals, or  copies  of  the  originals  or  records,  shall  be  regarded  as  conveying  the  fee 
simple  of  all  the  lands  embraced  in  such  lists  that  are  of  the  character  contemphited 
by  snch  act  of  Congress,  and  intended  to  be  granted  thereby ;  but  where  lands  em- 
braced in  such  lists  are  not  of  the  character  embraced  by  such  acts  of  Confess,  and 
are  not  intended  to  be  granted  thereby,  said  list,  so  far  as  these  lands  are  concerned, 
shall  be  perfectly  null  and  void,  and  no  right,  title,  claim  or  interest  shall  be  con- 
veyed thereby. 

In  1857,  Attorney  General  Black  held  that  this  act  did  not  apply,  in 
any  manner  whatever,  to  the  land  granted  by  grants  similar  to  that  of 
June  3, 1856,  and  added  (9  Ops.,  41) : 

I  can  see  no  objection  to  your  fhmishing  lists  of  those  lands  to  any  person  who 
desires  to  make  a  proper  use  of  them,  just  as  you  would  give  other  information  from 
the  zeoords  of  your  Department.    But  such  lists  can  have  no  influence  on  the  title  of 
the  States. 

The  lists  in  ibis  case  were  certified  after  this  opinion  had  been  reii- 
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dered.  Bef  erence  is  also  made  to  the  opinion  of  Solicitor-General  Phillips, 
^proved  by  Attorney  General  WiUiams  (14  Ops.,  617).  There,  after 
naming  a  large  number  of  grants,  including  that  to  Louisiana,  of  June 
3, 1856,  it  was  said : 

I  find  myself  nnable  to  peroeiye  in  them  any  antfaority  for  any  certificate,  patent^ 
-OT  other  writing,  to  proceed  firom  any  other  agent  of  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  that  title.    The  act  and  that  alone  is  the  conveyance  and  that  conyeys  the  feew 

The  views  thus  expressed,  clearly  sustain  the  conclusion  that  the  cer- 
tification in  this  case  did  not,  in  any  manner,  strengtiien  or  affect  the 
title  of  the  State  in  the  tracts  included  in  said  lists. 

In  cases  where  patents  have  been  issued  after  the  title  had  been  con- 
Teyed  or  confirmed  by  act  of  Congress,  the  supreme  court  has  said  that 
«uch  a  patent  constituted  documentary  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the 
title,  but  was  not  itself  the  grant.  Langdeau  v.  Hanes  (21  WaU.,  521); 
Wright  V.  Eoseberry  (121  U.  S.,  488) ;  Wisconsin  Central  B.  E.  Co.  «. 
Price  Counly  (133  XT.  S.,  496).  The  outstanding  certification  in  this  in- 
stance did  not,  in  my  opinion,  constitute  a  title  in  the  State,  as  held  by 
you,  or  prevent  the  re-investment  of  the  title  to  said  lands  in  the  United 
States,  by  the  force  of  the  forfeiting  act  of  1870. 

In  the  case  of  Hoiuce  B.  Sogers  et  dk  (10  L.  D.,  29)  it  was  held  that 
so  long  as  the  certification  was  outstanding,  the  title  was  outstanding, 
and  that  until  reconveyance  or  cancellation  of  the  certification  by  suit 
for  that  purpose,  the  lands  falling  within  the  terms  of  the  forfeiture  act 
were  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  settlement  laws.  In  that  case,  the 
ibrfeitiDg  act  does  not  seem  to  have  been  given  the  force  and  effect  to 
which  it  was  entitled.  As  we  have  seen  by  reference  to  the  decisions 
•of  the  supreme  court,  legislative  action  may  be  just  as  effective  to  di- 
vest the  grantee  of  all  title  acquired  under  a  grant  of  this  character  as 
a  judicial  decree  would  be.  In  the  later  case  of  Yictorien  v.  Ifew  Or- 
leans Pacific  By.  Co.  (10  L.  D.,  637),  the  granting  act  and  the  forfeiting 
act  involved  being  to  the  same  effect  and  in  almost  the  same  terms  as 
the  acts  involved  in  the  Bogers'  case,  it  was  held  that  the  lands  coming 
within  the  terms  of  the  forfeiting  act  became  at  once,  on  the  passage 
of  that  act,  subject  to  settlement.  This  later  case  announces  the  proper 
rule  and  the  one  that  will  be  followed.  It  follows  then,  and  I  so  hold, 
that  the  land  in  question  was  public  unappropriated  land  at  the  date  the 
rights  of  said  railroad  company  attached,  and  as  such  passed  under  its 
^rant. 

The  decision  appealed  bom  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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DBSBBT  LAND  ]BNTBY->EXCESSIVE  ACREAGE. 

Mart  A.  B.  Jenjonson. 

A  desert  land  entry  made  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Angnst  SO;  1890,  Is  restricted 

in  area  to  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres. 

Mrsi  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissioner  of  ihe  General 

Land  Office^  April  2j  1892. 

Mary  A.  B.  Jenkinson,  on  September  11,  1890,  made  desert-land 
entry  for  the  SJ  of  the  WN^^  the  S^  of  the  KE^,  and  the  8^  of  Sec.  26, 
T.  2  S.,  B.  35  E.,  Blackfoot  land  district,  Idaho. 

The  area  of  the  triskct  above  described  was  four  hundred  and  eighty 
acres. 

On  May  18, 1891,  yon  held  for  cancellation  so  much  of  said  entry  as 
was  in  excess  of  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  on  the  ground  that 
the  act  of  August  30,  1890,  restricted  desert-land  entries  to  that 
amount. 

She  has  appealed  to  the  Department,  the  allegations  of  error  being 
that  at  the  date  of  entry  (September  11, 1890)  the  local  officers  had  not 
yet  received  '^  official  knowledge"  of  the  passage  of  the  act;  that  she 
has  fenced  the  entire  tract  and  constructed  ditches  upon  each  subdivis- 
ion thereof;  that  she  did  this  in  accordance  with  the  information  re- 
ceived from  the  local  officers;  and  that  it  would  be  manifest  injustice 
to  her  to  forfeit  the  fruits  of  her  labor. 

The  act  to  which  reference  is  made  is  that  approved  August  30, 1890, 
making  appropriations  for  sundry  civil  expenses  of  the  government; 
and  the  xK)rtion  limiting  the  amount  of  land  allowed  to  be  entered  is 
the  following  (26  Stat,  391) : 

Ho  person  who  ahaU,  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  enter  upon  any  of  the  pnblio 
lands  with  a  yiew  to  oocnpation,  entry,  or  settlement,  under  any  of  the  land  laws, 
shaU  be  permitted  to  acqnire  title  to  more  than  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  in 
the  aggregate,  under  all  of  said  laws;  bat  this  limitation  shall  not  operate  to  curtail 
the  right  of  any  person  who  has  heretofore  made  entry  or  settlement  on  the  public 
lands. 

If  the  law  above  quoted  was  intended  to  include  desert-land  entries, 
as  in  my  opinion  it  was,  it  curtailed  the  rights  of  all  who  had  not  <*  here- 
tofore made  entry  " — that  is,  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  act,  August  30, 
1890.  An  act  of  Congress  goes  into  effect — ^unless  otherwise  explicitly 
stated  therein — at  the  date  of  its  approval.  (See  case  of  August  W. 
Hendrickson,  13  L.  D.,  169.)  The  fact  that  the  local  officers  had  not 
received  ^^ official  knowledge"  of  the  f^t  has  no  bearing  upon  the 
question.  The  fact  that  she  made  the  entry  upon  the  advice  of  the 
local  officers  will  not  operate  to  confer  upon  her  a  right  denied  by  the 
law  (William  A.  Parker,  13  L.  D.,  734). 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


336  DECISIONS    RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

HIGHT  OF  WAY  ACT&-RAILRO ADS-CANALS. 

Instructions. 

There  is  no  authority  under  the  acts  of  March  3,  1875,  and  March  3, 1891,  for  filing 
maps  of  location  over  unsurveyed  lauds,  and  such  maps  will  not  be  received  by 
the  Department. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offlce^  Marck 

21, 1892. 

I  herewith  return,  approved,  regulations  concerning  the  right  of  way 
granted  by  Congress  over  the  public  lands  for  railroads,  canals,  ditches^ 
and  reservoir  sites,  under  the  acts  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  482),  and 
March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

In  the  matter  of  your  suggestion  relative  to  the  decision  of  this  De* 
partinent  in  the  case  of  the  Santa  Cruz  Water  Storage  Company  (13  L. 
D.,  660),  to  the  effect  that  maps  of  location  over  unsurveyed  lauds,  "if 
otherwise  acceptable,''  be  received  and  filed,  even  if  not  formally  ap- 
proved, I  have  but  to  say  that  unless  the  location  is  in  some  way  con- 
nected with  the  i)ublic  surveys,  the  map  would  be  of  little  value  to 
furnish  information  as  to  the  actual  location  of  the  canal,  ditchy  or 
reservoir. 

Said  maps  could  not  bo  approved,  as  held  in  said  decision,  and  no 
rights  would  accrue  from  such  filing.  Such  a  practice  can  not,  there- 
fore, receive  the  sanction  of  this  Department,  as  it  could  only  result  in 
unnecessary  expense  to  the  locators,  greatly  increase  the  duties  of  this 
Department,  as  weU  as  incumber  the  files  with  maps  and  papers  not 
warranted  by  law  nor  necessary  to  the  i)re8ervation  of  the  rights  of 
parties. 

Heretofore  railroad  companies  desiring  to  secure  the  right  of  way  over 
the  unsurveyed  lands  of  the  United  States  have  been  permitted  to  file 
a  map  of  location  for  the  approval  of  this  Department,  without  waiting 
for  survey,  but  it  was  required  that  immediately  ui)on  the  survey  of  the 
lands  traversed  by  the  road,  the  company  must  file  another  map  show- 
ing the  line  of  route  in  connection  with  the  public  surveys.  No  rights 
followed  the  approval  of  the  map  over  unsurveyed  lands,  the  same 
being  furnished  presumably  as  a  matter  of  information. 

The  act  of  1875  makes  no  provision  for  the  filing  and  approval  of  maps 
of  location  over  unsurveyed  lands,  its  provision  being,  "if  upon  unsur- 
veyed lands,  within  tr^'elve  months  after  the  survey  thereof  by  the 
United  States,"  the  company  must  "file  with  the  register  of  the  land 
office  for  the  district  where  such  land  is  located  a  profile  of  its  road; 
and  upon  the  approval  thereof  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  same 
shall  be  noted  upon  the  plats  in  said  office." 

No  note  was  to  be  made  upon  the  local  office  records  to  guide  in  the 
disposition  of  the  public  lands,  untU  the  approval  of  the  map  of  loca- 
tion, which  was  to  be  filed  after  survey j  and  I  am  therefore  of  the  opin< 
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ion  that  wliat  has  akeady  been  said  relative  to  the  location  of  canals, 
ditches*  and  reservoirs  over  nnsnrveyed  lands,  applies  with  eqnal  force 
to  railroads  claiming  the  right  of  way  nnder  the  act  of  1875. 

I  have  therefore  omitted  from  the  circular  that  portion  referring  to 
the  filing  and  approval  of  railroad  maps  of  location  over  nnsnrveyed 
lands,  and  in  fiitnre  yon  wiU  not  transmit  snch  maps  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

In  this  connection,  I  have  coDsidered  yonr  communication  of  Febru- 
ary 9, 1892,  relative  to  the  aj>pIication  by  the  Goeur  d'Alene  Eailway 
and  Ni^vigation  Company  to  amend  the  form  of  affidavit  and  certificate 
required  by  the  regulations  of  this  Department  to  be  attached  to  the 
maps  af  definite  location,  presented  for  approval  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1875.  The  basis  for  this  application  is  the  fact  that  maps  of  location 
have  been  filed  by  said  company  over  unsorveyed  lauds,  whii^h  maps 
have  been  approved  by  this  Department^  that  the  surveys  were  made 
by  diiferent  parties  some  of  whom  are  not  now  in  the  compan^^s  employ, 
and  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  make  the  certificate  correspond  with  the 
circular  form;  further,  there  is  nothing  in  the  form  prescribed  to  b^ 
attached  to  the  map  of  location  filed  aft^er  sui-vey,  to  show  the  sppxovf^ 
by  the  Department  of  the  location  made  prior  to  survey.  Amended 
forms  are  presented  by  the  company  for  approval,  and  your  le^^er  stages 
that  *Hhe  principal  advantage  of  the  form  is  that,  where  the  road  shsfi 
have  been  constructed  when  the  government  surveys  are  made,  it 
allows  of  one  map  being  filed  covering  both  location  and  constructioQ." 

As  heretofore  shown,  no  rights  accrued  from  the  filing  and  af^proval 
of  the  location  prior  to  survey,  and  I  can  see  no  necessity  for  such  ftust 
appearing  in  the  certificate  attached  to  the  map  filed  after  survey. 

If  the  party  who  made  the  survey  is  no  longer  in  the  company's  em- 
ploy,  I  can  see  no  objection  to  so  wordiug  the  affidavit  and  certificate  a^ 
to  contain  the  actual  fEM^ts,  conforming  as  &r  as  possible  to  the  preaeribed 
form,  nor  can  there  be  any  objection  to  the  consolidation  of  the  maps  of 
location  and  construction,  where  construction  preceded  the  survey. 

I  am  unwilling  t/O  approve  the  forms  in  the  shape  presented^  and  they 
are  herewith  returned. 

Any  maps  hereafter  presented  for  approval  by  this  company  eompfy'- 
ing  with  the  above,  if  otherwise  in  form,  wiU  be  duly  considered. 
14561— VOL  14 22 
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mOHT  Oir  WAT  BEGXTLATIONS-BATLBOABS   CANALS. 

Bailrgads. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  an  act  of  Congress  approved  Marcli  8^  1876, 
granting  to  railroads  the  right  of  way  through  the  public  lands  of  the 
United  States: 

Bb  it  muufted  hff  ik$  Smuite  and  Some  of  Sq^ogontaUveo  of  the  United  SUUee  of  America 
fo  Congreee  aesembledf  That  the  right  of  way  through  the  pablio  lands  of  the  United 
States  is  hereby  granted  to  any  raikoad  company  duly  organijsed  nnder  the  laws  of 
any  State  or  Territory,  except  the  District  of  Colombia;  or  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  which  shaU  have  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  copy  of  its 
articles  of  incorporation,  and  dne  proofb  of  its  organization  nnder  the  same,  to  the 
SKtent  of  one  hundred  feet  on  each  side  of  the  central  line  of  said  road;  also  the  right 
to  take,  from  the  public  lands  a^iacent  to  the  line  of  said  road,  material,  earth,  stone^ 
and  timber  necessary  for  the  constraotion  of  said  railroad;  also,  ground  a^aoent  to 
such  right  of  way  for  station  buildings,  depots,  machine  shops,  side  tracks,  tum-outa, 
and  water  stations,  not  to  exceed  in  amount  twenty  acres  for  each  station,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  one  station  for  each  ten  miles  of  its  road. 

Sbo.  2.  That  any  railroad  company  whose  right  of  way,  or  whose  track  or  roadbed 
upon  such  right  of  way,  passes  through  any  canyon,  pass,  or  defile,  shall  not  pre- 
Tcnt  any  other  railroad  company  from  the  use  and  occupancy  of  said  canyon,  pass, 
or  defile,  for  the  purposes  of  its  road,  in  common  with  the  road  first  located,  or  the 
crossing  of  other  railroads  at  grade.  And  the  location  of  such  right  of  way  through 
any  canyon,  pass,  or  defile  shaU  not  cause  the  disuse  of  any  wagon  or  other  public 
highway  now  located  therein,  nor  prevent  the  location  through  thesameof  any  such 
wagon  road  or  highway  where  such  road  or  highway  may  be  necessary  for  the  public 
accommodation;  and  where  any  change  in  the  loca^ou  of  such  wagon  road  is  neces- 
aary  to  permit  tJie  papsage  of  such  railroad  through  any  canyon,  pass,  or  defile,  said 
railroad  company  shaU,  before  entering  upon  the  ground  occupied  by  such  wagon 
road,  cause  the  same  to  be  reconstructed  at  its  own  expense  in  the  most  &Torable 
location,  and  in  as  perfect  a  manner  as  the  original  road:  Provided,  That  such  ex- 
penses shall  be  equitably  divided  between  any  number  of  railroad  companies  oconpy- 
ing  and  using  the  same  canyon,  pass,  or  defile. 

Sbc.  8.  That  the  legislature  of  the  proper  Territory  may  provide  for  the  manner  in 
which  private  lands  and  possessory  claims  on  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
may  be  condemned;  and  where  such  provision  shall  not  have  been  made,  such  con- 
demnation may  be  made  in  accordance  with  section  three  of  the  act  entitled  ''An  act 
[to  amend  an  act  entitled  an  act]  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  and  tele> 
graph  line  from  the  Missouri  River  to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  to  secure  to  the  Gov- 
ernment the  use  of  the  same  for  postal,  military,  and  other  purposes,  approved  July 
first,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,''  approved  July  second,  eighteen  hundred  and 
sixty-four. 

Sbc.  4.  That  any  railroad  company  desiring  to  secure  the  benefits  of  this  aol^  shall, 
within  twelve  months  after  the  location  *of  any  section  of  twenty  miles  of  its  road,  if 
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fhe  same  be  upon  snrreyed  landB,  and^  if  upon  nnBunreyed  lands,  within  twelve 
months  after  the  snryey  thereof  by  the  United  States,  file  with  the  register  of  the  land 
office  for  the  distrlot  where  snoh  land  Is  located  a  profile  of  Its  road;  and  npon  ap- 
proyal  thereof  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  same  shall  be  noted  npon  the  plats 
in  said  office;  and  thereafter  all  such  lands  over  which  snch  right  of  way  shall  pass 
ihall  be  disposed  of  snbject  to  snch  right  of  way :  Frovid$d,  That  if  any  section  of 
■aid  road  shall  not  be  completed  within  five  years  after  the  location  of  said  section, 
the  rights  herein  granted  shall  be  forfeited  as  to  any  snch  uncompleted  section  of 
•aid  road. 

Sxc.  5.  That  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  any  lands  within  the  limits  of  any  military, 
park,  or  Indian  reservation,  or  other  lands  specially  reserved  from  sale,  unless  such 
light  of  way  shall  be  provided  for  by  treaty  stipulation  or  by  act  of  Congress  here- 
tofore passed. 

Skc.  6:  That  Congress  hereby  reserves  the  right  at  any  time  to  alter,  amend^  or  re- 
peal this  act,  or  any  part  thereof. 

Approved  March  3, 1876.    (18  Stat.,  p.  482.) 

The  regulations  nnder  the  law  are  as  follows! 

L  Any  railroad  company  desiring  to  obtain  the  benefits  of  the  law  is 
required  to  file,  through  this  office,  or  they  may  be  filed  with  the  regis- 
ter of  the  land  district  in  which  the  principal  terminus  of  the  road  is  to 
be  located,  who  will  forward  them  to  this  office — 

First.  A  copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation,  duly  certified  to  by  the 
proper  officer  of  the  company^  under  its  corporate  seal. 

Second.  A  copy  of  the  State  or  Territorial  law  under  which  the  com- 
pany was  organized  (when  organized  under  State  or  Territorial  law), 
with  certificate  of  the  governor  or  secretary  of  the  State  or  Territory 
that  the  same  is  the  existing  law. 

Third.  When  said  law  directs  that  the  articles  of  association,  or  other 
papers  connected  with  the  organization,  be  filed  with  any  State  or  Ter- 
ritorial officer,  the  certificate  of  such  officer  that  the  same  have  been 
filed  according  to  law,  with  the  date  of  the  fiUng  thereofi 

"So  forms  are  prescribed  for  the  above  portion  of  the  ''due  proofs'' 
required,  as  each  case  must  be  governed,  to  some  extent,  by  the  laws  of 
the  State  or  Territory. 

Fourth.  The  officialstatement,  under  seal,  of  the  proper  officer,  that  the 
organization  has  been  completed;  that  the  company  is  fiilly  authorized 
to  proceed  with  the  oonstruction  of  the  road  according  to  the  existing 
law  of  the  State  or  Territory;  and  that  the  copy  of  the  articles  filed  is 
true  and  correct.    (See  Form  I.) 

Fifth.  A  true  Ust,  signed  by  the  president,  under  the  seal  of  the  com- 
pany, showing  the  names  and  designation  of  its  respective  officers  at  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  the  proofii.    (See  Form  IL) 

IL  Upon  the  location  of  any  section  of  the  Une  of  route  of  its  road, 
not  exceeding  20  miles  in  length,  the  oompany  must  file  with  the  regis- 
ter of  the  land  district  in  which  such  section  of  the  road,  or  the  greater 
portion  thereof  is  located,  a  map,  for  the  approval  of  the  Seoretary  of 
the  Interior,  showing  the  termini  of  such  portion  of  the  road,  its  length, 
and  its  route  over  the  public  lands  according  to  the  puUio  nrveysb 
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The  map  must  be  filed  within  ttrdve  months  after  the  location  of 
each  portion  of  the  road,  if  located  upon  surveyed  lands,  and  if  upon 
tmsnrveyed  lands  within  twelve  months  of  the  survey  thereofl  It  must 
bear — 

FlrtU  Affidavit  of  the  ohief  engineer  of  the  company  (or  pevson  employed  to  make 
the  survey,  if  the  company  has  no  chief  engineer),  setting  forth  that  the  snnrey  of 

ronte  of  tiie  company's  road  from  — —  to ,  a  distance  of  — »-  miles  (giving 

termini  and  distance),  was  made  by  him  (or  under  his  direction)  as  chief  engineer  of 
the  company  (or  as  sorveyor  employed  for  the  purpose,  if  such  be  the  case),  under 
authority  of  the  company,  on  or  between  certain  dates  (giving  the  same),  and  that 
such  survey  is  aocnrately  represented  on  the  map.  If  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the 
chief  engineer  of  the  company,  it  must  be  signed  by  him  officiaUy.     (See  Form  m. ) 

Seeond,  Official  certificate  of  the  president  of  the  company,  attested  by  its  secre- 
tary under  its  corporate  seal,  regarding  the  person  signing  the  affidavit,  either  as  to 
bis  being  the  chief  engineer  of  the  company  or  as  to  his  employment  by  the  company 
for  the  purpose  of  making  such  survey;  that  the  survey  was  made  under  authority 
of  the  company;  that  the  line  of  route  so  surveyed  and  represented  by  the  map  wss 
adopted  by  the  company,  by  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors  of  a  certain  date 
(giving  the  date),  as  the  definite  location  of  the  line  of  route  of  the  company's  road 
from  -^— -  to  ,  a  distance  of  — -  miles  (giving  termini  and  distance),  and 

that  the  map  has  been  prepared  to  be  filed  for  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  in  order  that  the  company  may  obtain  the  benefits  of  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  March  3,  1875,  entitled  ''An  act  granting  to  railroads  the  right  of  way 
through  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States."    (See  Form  17,) 

HI.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  requirements  of  the  law  regarding 
the  filing  of  the  proper  papers  are  conditions  precedent  to  the  obtain- 
ment  of  the  right  to  construct  a  railroad  over  the  public  lands,  or  to 
take  therefrom  material,  earth,  stone,  and  timber  for  its  construction, 
or  to  occupy  them  for  station  or  other  purposes.  It  is  therefore  impera- 
tive that  proper  steps,  as  pointed  out  in  this  circular,  should  be  taken 
by  a  company,  and  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  ob- 
tained, prior  to  the  construction  of  any  part  of  its  road  or  its  occupanqr 
of  the  pubUc  lands  in  any  manner. 

lY.  Upon  construction  of  any  section  of  the  line  of  its  road  the  com- 
pany must  file  with  the  register  of  the  proper  land  district,  for  trans- 
mission to  this  office,  a  map  of  such  constructed  portion  of  road,  bea^ 
ing— 

Fir$U  Affidavit  of  the  chief  engineer  or  person  under  whose  supervision  the  portion 
of  the  road  was  ooDstructed,  that  its  construction  was  commenced  on and  fin- 
ished on  —— ^  (giving  dates) ;  that  the  line  of  constructed  road  is  accurately  repre- 
sented upon  the  map,  and  that  it  conforms  to  the  line  of  located  route  which  received 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on        '     (giving  date).    (See  Form  Y.) 

Seoond,  Certificate  of  the  president  of  the  company,  attested  by  the  secretary  under 
the  corporate  seal,  that  the  portion  of  the  road  indicated  by  the  map  was  actually 
constructed  at  the  time  as  sworn  to  by  the  chief  engineer  of  the  company  (or  person 
making  the  affidavit),  and  on  the  exact  route  shown  on  the  map ;  that  in  its  oon- 
struotion  the  road  does  not  deviate  from  the  line  of  route  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  that  the  company  has  in  aU  respects  oompUed  with  the  require> 
ments  of  l^e  act  of  ICaroh  8^  1875,  granting  right  of  way  through  the  pablie  laadii 
(See  Form  VX.) 
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Any  variation  -within  the  limits  of  100  feet  fl*om  the  central  line  of 
the  road  as  located  will  not  be  considered  a  deviation  from  such  line,  but 
where,  ni>on  constmction,  it  is  fonnd  necessary  to  transgress  the  limits 
within  which  th6  company  has  right  ot  way,  the  company  most  at  once 
file  proper  map  of  amended  ronte  for  approval. 

V.  If  the  company  desires  to  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  the  law 
which  grant  the  nse  of  "  gronnd  adjacent  to  the  right  of  way  for  station 
bnUdings,  depots,  machine  shops,  side  tracks,  tnm  outs,  and  water  sta- 
tions, not  to  exceed  in  amount  20  acres  for  each  station,  to  the  extent  of 
one  station  for  each  10  miles  of  its  road,"  it  must  file  for  approval,  in 
each  separate  instance,  a  plat  showing,  in  connection  with  the  public 
surveys,  the  surveyed  limits  and  area  of  the  grounds  desired.  Such 
plat  must  bear — 

FirH,  Affidavit  of  the  chief  engineer  or  snrveyor  by  whom  or  nnder  whose  snper- 
vision  the  survey  was  made^  to  the  effect  that  the  plat  accurately  represents  the  sur- 
veyed limits  and  area  of  the  grounds  required  by  the  company  for  station  or  other 

purposes,  under  the  law  (stating  the  purposes),  in (giving  section,  township, 

range,  and  State  (ht  Territory) ;  that  the  company  has  occupied  no  other  grounds  for 
station  or  other  similar  purposes  upon  public  lands  within  the  section  of  10  miles  for 
-which  this  selection  is  made,  and  that,  in  his  belief,  the  grounds  so  represented  are 
'actuaUy  and  to  their  entire  extent  required  by  the  company  for  the  necessary  uses 
contemplated  by  law.    (See  Form  VII.) 

Second,  Certificate  of  the  president  of  the  company,  attested  by  the  secretary 
under  the  corporate  seal,  that  the  survey  of  the  tract  represented  on  the  plat  was 
made  under  authority  and  by  direction  of  the  company  by  or  under  supervision  of 
its  chief  engineer  (or  person  making  the  survey),  whose  affidavit  is  attached;  that 
sach  survey  accurately  represents  the  grounds  actually  and  to  their  entire  extent  re- 
qiiired  by  the  company  for  station  (or  other)  purposes  in (giving  section,  town- 
ship, range.  State,  or  Territory),  allowed  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  ap* 
proved  March  3, 1875,  granting  to  railroads  the  right  ot  way  through  the  publie 
lands;-  that  the  company  has  no  station  or  other  grounds  upon  public  lands  within 
the  section  of  10  miles  for  which  this  selection  is  made;  and  that  the  company,  by 
resolution  of  its  board  of  directors  of  a  certain  date  (giving  the  date),  directed  ths 
proper  officers  to  present  the  plat  for  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  order  that  the  company  may  obtain  the  use  of  the  grounds  under  the  law  abovs 
ffeferred  to.    (See  Form  VIII. ) 

When  maps  of  a  line  of  any  road  have  been  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  a  copy  of  so  mnch  thereof  as  relates  to  the  lands 
within  the  bonndaries  of  a  given  district  will  be  transmitted  to  the  reg* 
Ister  and  receiver. 

Immediately  upon  receipt  of  snch  copy^  if  the  same  represents  sur- 
veyed lands,  the  local  officers  will  mark  upon  the  township  plats  the 
line  of  route  of  the  road  as  laid  down  on  the  map.  They  will  also  note, 
in  i)encil,  on  the  tract  books  opposite  each  tract  of  public  land  out  by 
said  line,  that  the  same  is  to  be  disposed  of  subject  to  the  right  of  way 
for  the  road,  giving  its  name.  Thereafter,  in  disposing  of  any  tract 
cut  by  the  line  of  route,  the  claim  to  which  shall  have  been  initiated 
subsequent  to  the  receipt  of  the  copy  of  the  approved  map,  the  register 
and  receiver  will  note,  in  red  ink,  across  the  face  of  the  certificate  issued 
upon  any  entry  made,  that  the  same  is  allowed  subject  to  the  right  of 
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way  of  tbe  Toad,  giving  its  name,  and  refer  to  the  letter  fimn  this  oflloa^ 
transmitting  the  map^  by  its  initial  and  date. 

When  there  is  reoeired  from  this  office  a  copy  of  an  approved  plat  of 
grounds  selected  by  a  company,  under  the  act  in  qnestiony  for  station 
pnrposeSy  etc,  they  will  mark  the  proper  township  plat  acoordinglyy 
make  the  necessary  notes  on  the  tract  books,  and  in  disposing  of  ths 
tracts  which  may  include  the  grounds  so  selected,  the  officers  will  note 
on  the  certificate  of  entry,  in  addition  to  the  note  concerning  the  right 
of  way,  the  entry  is  permitted  subject  to  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
epmpany  (naming  it)  for  station  purposes,  etc 

When  copies  of  approved  maps  or  plats  are  sent,  showing  lines  of 
route  through  unsurveyed  lands,  they  will  be  placed  on  file,  awaiting 
further  compliance  with  the  law  and  instructions  by  the  companies  after 
survey  of  the  lands. 

The  act  of  March  8, 1875,  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  grant  of  lands; 
it  does  not  oonvey  an  estate  in  fee,  either  in  the  ^^  right  of  way"  or  the 
grounds  selected  for  depot  purposes.  It  is  aright  of  use  only,  the  title 
still  remaining  in  the  XTnited  States. 

Each  tract  selected  for  station  purposes  under  the  act  must  represent 
its  particular  section  of  10  miles,  and  can  not  be  selected  in  any  other 
section  of  10  miles.  That  is,  within  the  first  10  miles  a  tract  may  be 
selected  at  any  point  within  said  section,  and  for  the  next  10  miles 
another  tract  may  be  selected  within  the  limits  of  that  section  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  first;  and  other  tracts  may  in  like  manner  be 
selected  for  each  additional  section  of  10  miles  to  represent  said  section 
in  its  particular  locality.  All  selections  for  station  purposes  are  now 
adjusted  in  conformity  to  the  above  ruling,  as  shown  by  Forms  YII  and 

vin. 

All  persons  settling  on  public  lands  to  which  a  railroad  right  of 
way  has  attached,  take  the  same  subject  to  such  right  of  way,  and  must 
pay  for  the  full  area  of  the  subdivision  entered,  there  being  no  authority 

to  make  deductions  in  such  cases. 

If  a  settier  has  a  valid  claim  to  land  existing  at  the  date  of  the  ap- 
proval of  the  ms^  of  definite  location  of  a  raUroad  company,  his  right 
is  superior,  and  he  is  entitled  to  such  reasonable  measure  of  damages 
for  <<  right  of  way,"  etc,  as  may  be  determined  upon  by  agreement  or 
in  the  courts,  the  question  being  one  that  does  not  teJl  within  the  juris- 
diction of  this  office. 

All  maps  must  be  filed  with  the  register  of  the  proper  land  office,  who 
will  note  upon  the  same  the  fact  that  they  are  filed  in  duplicate,  and 
transmit  both  map  and  duplicate  to  this  office. 

Registers  are  instructed,  in  any  case  where  information  is  received 
by  them  of  the  construction  of  railroads  within  their  districts,  of  the 
rights  of  which  they  have  no  offiisial  knowledge,  topromptiy  advise  this 
office  of  the  ibots,  in  order  that  proper  infonnation  or  directions  in  the 
matter  may  be  given  them. 
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All  maps  of  location  presented  for  approval  should  be  drawn  on  trac- 
ing linen,  the  scale  not  less  than  2,000  feet  to  the  inch,  and  shonld  be 
illed  in  duplicate.  Station  plats  should  be  upon  a  scale  of  400  feet  to 
the  inch,  and  should  also  be  fQed  in  duplicate. 

The  attention  of  companies  seeking  the  benefits  of  this  act  should  be 
specially  directed  to  these  suggestions,  as  serious  delays  and  embarrass- 
ments are  often  incurred  through  the  iaability  of  this  office,  owing  to 
its  limited  clerical  force,  to  prepare  the  necessary  copies  for  transmission 
to  the  district  offices. 

Bight  op  way  fob  Oanals,  Ditches,  and  Bgbsebyoib  Sites. 

Sections  18, 19,  20,  and  21  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March 
S,  1891  (26  Stat,  1095),  entitled,  <<  An  act  to  repeal  timber-culture 
laws,  and  for  other  purposes,"  grants  the  right  of  way  through  the 
public  lands  and  reservations  of  the  TTnited  States  for  the  use  of 
canals,  ditches,  and  reservoirs,  heretofore  or  hereafter  constructed  by 
corporations,  individuals,  or  associations  of  individuals,  upon  the  filing 
and  approval  of  the  certificates  and  maps  therein  provided  for,  but  the 
word  <<  reservations''  as  here  used  does  not  include  Indian  reservations. 

The  following  instructions,  under  said  act,  are  added  for  the  informa> 
tion  of  those  who  may  desire  to  secure  the  benefits  granted  thereby: 

THE  eighteenth  SEOTION 

provides  that  the  right  of  way  through  the  public  lands  and  reserva- 
tions of  the  United  States  is  hereby  granted  to  any  canal  or  ditch  com- 
pany, formed  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation,  and  duly  organized  under 
the  laws  of  any  State  or  Territory,  which  has  filed  or  may  hereafter  file 
a  copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation,  and  due  proofe  of  its  organization 
under  the  same,  to  the  extent  of  the  ground  occupied  by  the  water  of 
the  reservoir,  and  of  the  canal  and  its  laterals,  and  50  feet  on  each  side 
of  the  marginal  limits  thereof;  also  the  right  to  take  from  the  public 
lands  a^acent  to  the  line  of  the  canal  or  ditch,  material,  earth,  and 
stone  necessary  for  the  construction  of  such  canal  or  ditch.  The  right 
of  way  must  not  interfere  with  the  proper  occupation  by  tiie  Government 
of  any  reservation,  and  all  maps  of  location  must  be  subject  to  the 
approval  of  this  Department  and  of  the  Department  having  charge  of 
any  reservation  in  whicn  the  right  of  way  is  proposed  to  be  located. 

THE  NINETEENTH  SECTION 

is  drawn  in  the  same  general  terms  of  section  4  of  the  right-of-way 
act  f6r  railroads,  approved  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat.,  p.  482),  and  directs 
that  any  eanal  or  ditch  company  desiring  to  secure  the  benefits  of  this 
act  shall,  within  twelve  months  after  the  location  ci  10  miles  of  its  canal, 
if  the  same  be  upon  surveyed  lands,  and  if  ux>on  unsurveyed  lands 
within  twelve  months  after  the  survey  thereof  by  the  United  States, 
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file  with  the  register  of  the  land  office  for  the  district  where  sach  la&d 
IB  located  a  map  of  its  canal  or  ditch  and  reseryoir,  and,  upon  the  ap- 
proval thereof  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  same  shall  be  noted 
upon  the  plats  in  said  office,  and  thereafter  all  such  lands  over  which 
finch  right  of  way  shall  pass  shall  be  disposed  of  subject  to  such  light 
of  way.  The  section  fiirther  provides  that  whenever  any  person  or  cor- 
poration, in  the  construction  of  any  canal,  ditch,  or  reservoir,  injures 
or  damages  the  possession  of  any  settler  on  the  public  domain,  the 
party  committing  such  injury  or  damage  shall  be  liable  to  the  party 
injured  for  such  injury  or  damage. 

Under  this  section  all  maps  or  plats  showing  the  location  of  canals, 
ditches,  or  reservoirs,  must  first  be  filed  in  the  proper  local  land  offices. 
The  register  will  note  in  red  ink  on  the  map  or  plat  over  his  official  sig- 
nature the  date  of  such  filing  in  his  office,  and  the  fact  that  it  is  ^<  filed 
in  duplicate",  and  then  promptly  transmit  the  same  to  this  office  for 
appropriate  action.  It  is  imperatively  necessary  that  all  maps  or  plats 
submitted  under  this  section  should  be  filed  in  duplicate. 

THE  TWENTIETH  SBOTION 

directs  that  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  apply  to  all  canals,  ditches, 
or  reservoirs  heretofore  or  hereafter  constructed,  whether  constructed 
by  corporations,  individuals,  or  associations  of  individuals,  on  the  filing 
of  the  certificates  and  maps  herein  provided  for.  If  Such  ditch,  canal, 
or  reservoir,  has  been  or  shall  be  constructed  by  an  individual,  or  asso- 
ciation of  individuals,  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  such  individual,  or  asso- 
dation  of  individuals,  to  file  with  the  register  of  the  land  office  where 
sftid  land  is  located  a  map  of  the  line  of  such  canal,  ditch,  or  reservoir, 
as  in  case  of  a  corporation,  with  the  name  of  the  individual  owner  or 
owners  thereof  together  with  the  articles  of  association,  if  any  there  be. 
Plats  heretofore  filed  shall  have  the  benefits  of  this  act  firom  the  date  of 
their  filing,  as  though  filed  under  it.  Forfeiture  is  declared  if  any  seo- 
tion  of  said  oanal  or  ditch  shall  not  be  completed  within  five  years  after 
the  location  of  said  section,  to  the  extent  that  the  same  is  not  com- 
pleted  at  the  date  of  the  forfeiture. 

By  the  iM^ovisions  of  this  section  it  is  obhgatory  upon  all  corpora- 
tions, individuals,  or  associations  of  individuals,  owning,  controllingi 
or  operating  canals,  ditches,  or  reservoirs,  whether  the  same  have  been 
constructed,  or  are  to  be  hereafter  constructed,  in  order  to  be  admitted 
to  eivjoy  the  benefits  provided  for  in  this  statute,  to  file  the  necessary 
papers  and  maps  entitling  them  to  recognition  under  this  act;  and  the 
registers  and  receivers  are  directed  to  give  notice  to  all  such  corpora- 
tions that  may  be  found  within  their  districts  that  the  conditions  prece- 
dent to  obtaining  rights  of  way  over  the  pubUc  lands,  as  enumerated 
by  the  statute,  must  be  fully  complied  with  before  any  easement  can  be 
secured* 
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THE  TWJflNTY-FIBST  SECTIOH 

declares  tliat  nothing  in  this  act  shall  anthorize  sncli  canal  or  ditch 
company  to  occnpy  snch  right  of  way  except  for  the  purpose  of  said 
canal  or  ditch,  and  then  only  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  con- 
stmction,  maintenance,  and  care  of  said  canal  or  ditch. 

All  maps  of  location,  either  of  canals  or  ditches,  presented  for  ap- 
proval, should  be  in  duplicate  and  drawn  upon  the  scale  not  less  than 
2,000  feet  to  the  inch,  as  required  in  the  case  of  locations  under  the  act 
granting  the  right  of  way  to  railroads,  but  the  survey  of  a  reservoir 
may  be  mapped  to  the  scale  of  1,000  feet  to  the  inch,  and  must  also  be 
in  duplicate.  The  smallest  legal  subdivision  of  the  public  survey 
should  be  shown. 

The  termini  of  a  canal  or  ditch  and  laterals  should  be  fixed  by  ref- 
erence to  established  comers  of  the  pubUc  survey,  and  described  in 
the  field  notes  and  in  the  certificate  of  the  engineer.  The  course  and 
distance  of  the  line  of  route  and  also  the  width  of  the  canal  or  ditch 
should  be  noted  upon  the  maps,  and  wherever  the  location  crosses  a 
line  of  the  public  survey  the  distance  to  the  nearest  established  comer 
should  be  ascertained  and  noted. 

Where  the  boundary  lines  of  a  reservoir  cross  the  lines  of  the  public 
survey  the  point  of  intersection  should  be  marked  with  a  stake  or 
stone,  and  the  distance  from  such  point  to  the  nearest  established 
comer,  outside  of  the  reservoir,  should  be  noted  on  the  map. 

In  surveying  a  reservoir,  the  initial  point  should  be  fixed  by  refer- 
ence to  an  established  comer  of  the  public  survey,  outside  of  the  reser- 
voir, and  the  outer  or  shore  line  should  be  so  marked  that  adjoining 
proprietors  may  know  the  boundary  and  that  surveyors  may  retrace 
the  line  in  after  years  regardless  of  the  water  line. 

In  all  cases,  maps  filed  under  this  act  should  be  accompanied  by  the 
field  notes  of  the  survey,  which,  like  the  maps,  must  be  in  duplicate,  and 
in  these  notes  the  variation  of  the  magnetic  from  the  true  meridian 
should  be  noted. 

This  act  does  not  contemplate  the  appropriation,  for  reservoir  pur- 
poses, of  natural  lakes  that  are  already  the  source  of  a  water  supply; 
nor  the  damming  of  a  river,  so  that  the  adjacent  country  is  overflowed. 
Its  intention  seems  to  be  to  encourage  the  much-needed  work  of  con- 
structing ditches,  canals,  and  reservoirs  in  the  arid  portion  of  the 
country,  and  not  as  granting  an  easement  in  a  natural  source  of  water 
supply. 

The  duties  of  registers  and  receivers  under  this  law  are  Identical  with 
those  prescribed  in  the  first  part  of  this  circular  containing  the  rules 
and  regulations  for  railroads  claiming  right  of  way  over  the  pnbHc 
lands  under  aet  of  March  3, 1875. 

ITo  separate  forms  are  prescribed  to  be  used  under  tiie  said  sections, 
but  the  attached  forms  prescribed  for  use  by  railroads  claiming  right 
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of  way  under  the  act  of  March  3|  1875^  may  be  used  in  snch  proceedings 
mutatis  mutandis* 

THOS.  n.  OABTBBy 

Oammissianer. 
Approved  l^ch  21^  1892^ 

John  W.  IJobi-b, 

Secretary. 

FOEMS  FOE  "  DUB  PBOOFS"  AND  VEEIFICATION  OF  MAPS  OF  RIGHT-OP- 

WAY  BAILBOADS. 

(I.) 


I,  — ^  secretary  [or  vnaUMt  ]  of  the railroad  company^  do  hereby  cer- 
tify that  the  organization  of  said  oompany  has  been  completed;  that  tlie  oompany  is 
folly  anthorised  to  prooeed  with  the  oonstmotion  of  the  road  according  to  the  eTisting 
laws  of  the  State[w  Tmtenr] ;  and  that  the  copy  of  the  articles  of  association  [or  iMwpontfM] 
of  the  company  filed  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  a  trae  and  coneot  copy  of 
the  same. 

In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  name  and  the  corporate  seal  of  the  com- 
pany. 

[8BAL.]  , 


of  the  — ^  Bailroad  Company, 


(11.) 


— —  ,  being  doly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  president  of  the railBoad 

oompany,  and  that  the  following  is  a  tme  list  of  the  officers  of  the  said  oompany, 
witii  the  fidl  name  and  official  designation  of  each,  to  wit:  [h««  u»ort  th*  lui  wm  ud  o* 

citl  dMif ootioB  of  OKh  oScoif] 

[SBAL  OF  COICPANT.]  > 

PreMa^t  of  ihs  Campamy. 

(in.) 


-,  being  doly  sworn,  says  he  is  the  chief  engineer  of  [eristh* 


Id  rarroy  um  um  of  ronta  of  tho  rood  oi]  the  — »-  Hulroad  oompaoy ;  that  thesorvcy  of  the  line  of 
route  of  said  road  from  to  ,  a  distance  of  — -^—  miles,  wasmade  by  him 

[orandorliiadlroetioB]    aS    Chlcf  engineer  of  the  company   [orooowororomployodhythoooiBpoayJ  Uld 

under  its  authority,  commencing  on  the  —  day  of ,  18 — ,  and  ending  on  the 

-^—  day  of ,  18 — $  and  that  such  surrey  is  accurately  represented  on  the  ac« 

eompanying  map. 


Sworn  and  subscribed  to  before  me  thia day  of ,  18 — . 

[SBAL.]  — 


Notary  PuhUo, 
(IV.) 

I, ,  do  hereby  certify  that  I  am  the  president  of  the  ■  railroad 

company ;  tidat ,  who  subscribed  the  foregoing  affidavit,  is  the  chief  engi- 

neer of  [or  VM  ompioTod  to  mtko  tbo  rarvoy  by]  the  sald  compauy ;  that  the  survey  of  line  of  routs 
of  the  company's  road,  as  accurately  represented  on  the  accompanying  map,  was  mads 
under  authority  of  the  company;  that  the  said  line  of  route  so  surveyed  and  as  rep- 
resented on  the  said  map  was  adopted  by  the  company  by  resolution  of  its  board  of 
directors  on  the — day  of  — ,  18 — ,  as  the  definite  location  of  the  road  from  — — , 

to ,  a  distance  of miles ;  and  that  the  map  has  been  prepared  to  be  filed' 

for  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  order  thttt  the  oompany  inay  ob-| 
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tain  the  benefits  of  the  set  of  Congrefls  approyed  Mareh  8, 1875,  aititled  ''An  ael 
granting  to  railroads  the  light  of  way  through  the  publie  landa  of  the  United 
Itatea.'' 


Attest: f 


f 

FreHdmi  qf  ik$  — *— —  Railroad  Companf  • 


Secretary. 
[seal  of  coMFAirr.] 

(V.) 


-,  being  duly  swoin,  says  that  he  is  the  chief  engineer  of  [««« 


tteioaaerj  the railroad  company;  that  said  road  had  been  constraoted,  un- 
der his  sapervision,  from to ^  a  distance  of miles;  that  its  eonstm^ 

tion  was  commenced  on  the  —  day  of  ,  1&— ,  and  finished  on  the  —  day  of 

>  18 — ;  that  the  line  of  eonstraoted  road  as  aforesaid  is  accurately  represented 

on  the  accompanying  map,  and  that  it  oonforms  to  the  line  of  located  route  which 
zeoeived  the  approyal  of  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Interior  on  the  -*•  day  of ,  18— b 


9 


8wom  and  sabsoribed  to  before  me  this  — —  day  of ,  18 — . 

[seal.]  '         , 

Notary  Pullio. 
(TI.) 

ly  — ^  ,  do  hereby  eertiiy  that  I  am  the  president  of  the  — «-  railroad 

company ;  that  the  portion  of  the  road  firom to  ,  a  distance  of  miles, 

was  actually  constructed  as  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  af&dayit  of  -^— —  — — ,  chieif 
engineer,  [ot,  tto  pww  — iigfid  >y  ttoaomwy  h  tfc>  yiiiw,]  and  on  the  exact  route  as  represented 
on  the  accompanying  map;  that  in  ita  construction  the  road  does  not  deyiate  from 
the  line  of  xoute  approred  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the  —  day  of  ^ 

IS—;  and  that  the  company  has  in  all  things  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
act  of  Congrees  approved  March  8, 1875,  granting  to  raUroads  the  right  of  way  through 
the  pubUo  lands  of  the  United  States. 


Attest: 


Ftendmi  of  the Eaikroad  Company. 


9 

Secretary. 

[SEAL  OF  COMPANY.] 

(vn.) 


^—  — ,  being  duly  swoiii,  says  he  is  the  ohlef  engineer  of  [trtui iimyiw] 

the  -^->-—  railroad  company,  undier  whose  surpervision  the  survey  was  made  of  the 
grounds  selected  by  the  eompany  for  [(MOm,  MUiap^  lapoUb  aie,  m  tha  cm  mr  »•],  under  the  act 
of  Congress  approved  Mareh  8, 1875,  granting  to  the  railroads  the  right  of  way  through 
the  publie  lands  of  the  United  States;  said  grounds  being  situated  in  the 
quarter  of  section  — ^  of  township  — — —  ^— ,  of  range  '  — >  in  the  State 

[orT«niiwy]  of  }  that  the  accompauying  plat  accurately  represento  the  surveyed 

Umito  and  area  of  the  grounds  so  selected,  and  that  the  area  of  the  ground  so  selected 
and  surveyed  is  — —  acres  and  no  moro;  that  the  company  has  occupied  no  other 
grounds  fbr  similar  purposes  upon  public  lands  witldn  tha  section  of  ten  miles  for 
which  this  selection  is  made;  and  that,  in  his  belief,  the  grounds  so  selected  and  sur- 
veyed, and  represented,  are  actually  and  te  their  entire  extent  required  by  the  com* 
pany  for  the  necessary  uses  contemplated  by  said  act  of  Congress  approved  liardh  8^ 
1876. 


Sworn  and  subscribed  te  before  me  this  —  day  of  ■  ■      ,  18 — . 

[8XAL.1  - 


Notary  FtaUo. 
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(vm.) 


I, ,  do  hereby  certify  that  I  am  the  president  of  the  -^— ^  raflroftd 

company;  that  the  smrey  of  the  tract  represented  on  the  accompanying  plat  was 
made  nnder  anthority  and  hy  direction  of  the  company,  and  nnder  the  snperyisien  of 
',  its  chief  engineer  [orth«pOTwa«mpiajadiBth«p(«iDiM*],  whose  affidavit  precede! 


this  certificate;  that  the  snryey  as  represented  on  the  accompanying  plat  aetnallj 

represents  the  gronnda  required  in  the quarter  of  section of  township 

^— >  of  range  — —  — ■,  for  the  purposes  indicated,  and  to  their  entire  extent, 

under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  3, 1876,  granting  to  railroads  the  right  of 
way  through  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States;  that  the  company  has  selected 
no  other  grounds  upon  public  lands,  for  similar  purposes,  within  the  section  of  ten 
miles  for  which  this  selection  is  made;  and  that  the  company,  by  resolution  of  iti 

board  of  directors,  passed  on  the  — ^  day  of ,  IS-—,  directed  the  proper  officea 

to  present  the  said  plat  for  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  order 
that  the  company  may  obtain  the  use  of  the  grounds  described,  under  said  act  a^ 
proved  March  3, 1875. 


JPretident  of  the  "-*^-  BaUroad  Com^^wf* 
Attest: 


8wt€toTyM 
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PEE-EMPnON  ENTBT— SECnON  7,  ACT  OV  MABCH  8,  1891. 

WiTOHEB  V.  OONEXJN. 

A  pre-emptor  who  duly  sabmits  ftoal  proof  and  pays  for  the  laad  secnres  &  right 
thereto  that  can  not  be  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the  entiy  is  not  made  of  lecoid 
in  the  General  Land  Office,  throngh  the  failure  of  the  local  officers  to  forward 
the  final  proof. 

The  pendency  of  a  contest  does  not  defeat  the  confirmation  of  an  entry  in  the  inter- 
est of  a  transferee  nnder  section  7,  act  of  March  8, 1881. 

First  Assistant  Seoretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Offlee^  April  5y  1892. 

I  haye  considered  the  case  of  William  V.  Witcher  v.  Oharles  W. 
Oonklin,  upon  the  appeal  of  the  former  from  your  decision  of  October 
11, 1890;  dismissing  his  protest  against  the  final  proof  of  the  latter  in 
support  of  his  pre-emption  filling  for  the  E.  i  of  the  KW.  ^,  the  KE.  ^ 
of  the  8W.  i,  and  the  KW.  I  of  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec  29;  T.  41  K,  it.  9  E., 
Snsanyille,  Oalifomia,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  on  the  28th  day  of  January,  Gonklin  filed  his 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  fi[>r  said  land,  alleging  settlement 
January  1, 1887.  He  advertised  to  make  final  proof  for  said  tract  July 
14, 1888,  at  which  time  said  Witcher  appeared  and  filed  a  protest  in  the 
nature  of  an  affidavit  of  contest.  The  testimony  of  Gonklin,  and  his 
two  witnesses,  was  taken  and  the  hearing  continued  to  the  16th  of  July, 
at  which  both  parties  appeared  and  introduced  their  testimony. 

Witcher,  in  his  affidavit  of  contest,  alleged  that  on  the  13th  day  of 
March,  1878,  one  Albert  Scherfen  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment for  the  tract ;  that  said  Scherfen  settled  upon  said  land  and  placed 
valuable  improvements  thereon,  consisting  of  a  house  20x25  feet,  of 
the  value  of  $200;  a  stable  and  hay-bam  40x60  feet;  a  granary  15x20 
feet;  said  buildings  of  the  value  of  (400.  That  he  fenced  about 
two  acres  of  the  land.  It  is  fhrther  alleged  that  on  the  19th  day  of 
February,  1884,  Witcher  purchased  from  said  Scherfen  his  improve- 
ments and  interest  in  the  land,  and  received  a  warranty  deed  therefor; 
that  at  the  same  time  Scherfen  delivered  to  Witcher  ^^the  duplicate 
receipt  No.  1402  of  final  payment  of  the  then  receiver  of  the  above- 
named  land  office."  Copies  of  the  deed  and  receipt  were  attached  to 
the  affidavit.  It  is  alleged  that  Witcher  went  into  the  possession  of  the 
property  under  his  purchase  from  Scherfen,  and  that  he  placed  further 
Improvements  upon  the  tract,  consisting  of  a  good  and  substantial 
fence,  enclosing  about  twelve  acres  of  the  land;  that  about  October  19, 
1886,  he  leased  the  premises  for  one  year  to  the  father  of  Oharles  W. 
Oonklin,  who  as  tenant  under  said  lease  entered  into  the  possession  of 
the  premises,  ^^and  suffered  his  son,  the  said  Oharles  W.  Gonklin,  to 
reside  with  him  upon  the  same  premises."  That  after  the  expiration  of 
about  twelve  months,  the  elder  Oonklin  removed  from  the  tract  and 
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left  his  son  in  his  stead  npon  the  place;  that  Hiereafter  the  son  filed  his 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement,  under  which  he  seeks  to  make  final 
proof. 

A  conspiracy  is  charged  between  the  Oonklins  to  get  possession  of 
the  land  by  the  elder  Oonklin,  under  the  lease^  and  defrand  Witch^ 
out  of  his  rights  in  the  premises.  A  suit  in  the  State  .court,  was  tried 
between  Witcher  and  the  youuger  Oonklln,  resx>ecting  the  right  to  the 
I>ossession  of  the  premises,  which  resulted  fayorably  to  Witcher,  and 
under  a  writ  issued  after  the  judgment  was  rendered  in  said  suit, 
Gonklin  was  put  out  of  the  possession  of  the  premises  and  Witcher 
put  in,  and  was  still  in  possession  when  this  controversy  was  tried 
before  the  local  officers. 

From  the  testimony  introduced  before  them,  the  local  ofBlcers  found 
in  favor  of  the  protestant,  and  rejected,  the  final  proof  offered  by  Gonk- 
lin.   Gonklin  appealed. 

You,  by  letter  of  October  11, 1890,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  local 
officers,  dismissed  Witcher's  protest,  and  found  Gonklin's  final  proof  to 
be  sufficient.    Witcher  appeals. 

The  first  and  second  assignments  of  error  are  as  follows : 

1.  That  Witcher  (Plaintiff)  failed  to  fumiBh  satiafisbotory  evidence  that  Soherfen 
(Plaintiff's  assignor)  ever  made  cash  entry  as  aUeged: 

2.  That  proof  was  necessary  to  establish  the  gennineness  of  the  Beceiyer's  dnpli- 
oate  receipt,  issned  to  sud  Scherfen,  and  filed  as  evidence  in  this  case. 

The  local  officers  found  ^^  That  Albert  Scherfen  had  in  good  &ith  com- 
plied with  the  pre-emption  law  and  had  made  final  proof  and  payment 
upon  said  land,  and  had  an  equitable  title  thereto*  That  his  rights 
should  not  be  defeated  by  the  neglect  or  wilfcQ  non-performance  of  official 
duty  upon  the  part  of  the  local  officers.  .  .  •  That  W,  V.  Witcher 
obtaine4  toom  said  pre  emptor  Scherfen,  on  19th  February,  1884,  all  the 
latter's  title  and  claim  to  said  premises;  that  he  examined  the  land, 
and  there  found  ample  eyidence  of  the  compliance  with  law,  on  the 
part  of  Scherfen  as  to  residence,  improvement  and  cnltivation*'' 

The  records  of  the  local  land  office  show  that  Albert  Scherfen  made 
pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  tract  on  April  18,  1878, 
alleging  settlement  on  March  13, 1878.  The  records  of  the  local  office 
and  your  office  appear  to  be  silent  as  to  whether  Scherfen  made  his 
final  proof  under  his  saia  filiug,  and  the  evidence  relied  ux>on  by  the 
protestant  to  show  that  such  final  proof  had  been  made  consisted  of 
an  alleged  receiver's  duplicate  receipt,  dated  If  ovember  6,  1880,  and 
signed  by  Andrew  Miller,  then  the  receiver  of  that  land  office.  The 
record  shows  that  such  a  receipt  was  ofiered  in  evidence  at  the  trial, 
but  the  original  is  not  found  among  the  papers,  but  there  is  a  copy, 
duly  certified  by  the  register  of  the  local  office,  attached  to  the  protest 
filed  by  Witcher,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  it  may  be  treated 
as  the  original.  The  objection  made  to  the  introduction  of  this  receipt, 
as  shown  by  the  report  of  the  local  officers,  was  ^<  on  the  ground  that 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC   LANDS.  351 

the  records  of  this  (local)  office  do  not  show  that  final  entry  was  ever 
made  by  Scherfen;  that  the  signatore  thereto  was  not  identified  and 
that  the  said  receipt  had  never  been  transferred."  The  local  officers 
held  that  the  objections  were  not  well  taken  and  say: 

From  ova  knowledge  of  the  oonduot  of  this  office  during  the  period  in  which  thifl 
receipt  pniports  to  haye  been  iasued  are  foUy  persuaded  that  said  receipt  is  a  gen- 
uine reoeiyer's  dupHcate  receipt,  and  that,  as  by  it  shown,  Albert  Scherfen  did  on 
the  5th  day  of  Noyember,  1880,  make  final  proof  and  payment  upon  the  tract  of  land 
in  controversy ;  that  he  received  the  receipt  provided  by  law,  duly  signed  by  Andrew 
MiUer,  then  receiver  of  this  office,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary it  is  to  be  presumed  that  such  prooi^  wad  made  in  accordance  with  the  laws  and 
regulations  governing  the  submission  of  proof  in  such  cases,  and  that  such  proof  was 
of  such  character  as  to  entitle  him  to  enter  said  land. 

In  yonr  decision,  yon  say  there  was  no  proof  that  the  signature  to  the 
original  duplicate  receipt  was  the  genuine  signature  of  the  then  receiver; 
that  the  witness  introduced  for  that  purpose  failed  to  testify  to  the  fact. 
In  this,  I  think,  you  were  in  error.  The  witness,  F.  N.  Long,  testified 
that  he  was  acquainted  with  Andrew  Miller  former  receiver  of  the 
Snsanville  IT.  S.  Land  Office;  that  he  had  known  him  since  1865.  In 
response  to  the  question  ^^  Do  you  know  the  signature  of  said  Miller  t" 
he  answered,  ^^  I  think  I  would.  I  have  done  considerable  business  with 
Mr.  Miller  first  and  last."  Hefhrther  testified  that  he  believed  he  was 
familiar  enough  with  Miller's  signature  to  recognize  it,  although  he 
would  not  like  to  swear  point  blank  to  any  man's  signature.  And  when 
the  counsel  submitted  to  the  witness  the  duplicate  receiver's  receipt 
and  asked  if  he  believed  the  signature  of  Andrew  Miller  thereto  was 
genuine,  he  answered  ^^  I  do."  The  witness  was  not  eross-examined  by 
Conklin's  counsel  nor  asked  to  explain  fully  the  grounds  upon  which 
he  based  his  opinion. 

From  a  carefid  examination  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  I  am  con- 
vinced that  the  finding  of  the  local  officers  is  sustained  thereby  and 
that  Scherfen  made  final  proof  and  payment  for  the  tract  as  found  by 
the  local  officers.  When  said  final  proof  and  payment  were  made  and 
the  duplicate  receiver's  final  receipt  given  thereon,  his  entry  was  com- 
pleted so  fiEur  as  he  was  concerned.  The  &ct  that  his  final  proof  was 
not  forwarded  to  your  office,  and  there  made  a  matter  of  record,  can 
not  be  held  to  defeat  his  entry,  for  he  could  have  no  control  over  these 
matters. 

Scherfen's  entry  having  been  made  and  completed  on  the  5th  day  of 
Fovember,  1880,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  discuss  or  pass  upon  the 
other  questions  involved  in  the  record,  for  the  reason  that  under  the 
act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat,  1095)  said  entry  is  confirmed.  The  seventh 
section  of  said  act  provides,  among  other  things,  that: 

AU  entries  made  nnder  the  pre-emption,  homestead,  deeert-land  or  timber-onltnre 
laws,  in  whioh  final  proof  and  payment  may  have  been  made  and  certificates  issned, 
and  to  which  there  are  no  adyeiae  olaLms  originating  prior  to  final  entry  and  which 
have  been  add  or  inonmbered  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March,  eighteen  hnndied  and 
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eighty-eiglit,  and  after  final  entry^  to  bona  fide  pnrchasers  or  inonmbraiioeTSy  fior  a 
valuable  consideration,  ahall,  nnless  upon  an  investigation  by  a  government  agent, 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found,  be  confirmed  and  patented  upon 
presentation  of  satis&etory  proof  to  the  Land  Department  of  such  sale  or  inomn- 
brance. 

The  adverse  claim  of  Gonklin  did  not  orignate  prior  to  final  entry. 
The  land  embraced  therein  was  sold  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March, 
1888,  and  after  final  entry,  to  Witcher,  who  is  shown  to  be  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  no  fraud  on  the  purchaser 
has  been  found  ui>on  an  investigation  by  a  government  agent.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  entry  of  Scherfen  is  confirmed  without  refer- 
.  ence  to  Gonklin's  claim.  See  Axford  v.  Shanks  (on  review)  13  L.  D., 
292.    Shepherd  v.  Ekdahl  (13  L.  D.,  637). 

Your  decision  admitting  Gonklin's  final  proof  is  reversed  and  you 
are  directed  to  cause  his  filing  to  be  canceled.  The  papers  in  the  case 
are  herewith  returned  with  directions  to  proceed  under  the  act  of 
March  3, 1891,  in  harmony  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


PBACnCS-PBBFERENCR  RIGHT-SECTION  S8,  ACT  OF  MARCH  9,  1889. 

Goxt?.  Newbury. 

Ten  days  additional  are  aUowed  for  the  perfeotion  of  appeal  from  the  local  offloei 

where  notice  of  the  decision  is  sent  by  mail. 
The  preference  right  of  entry  conferred  by  section  28,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  limited 

to  the  lands  originally  claimed  by  the  settler. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  5, 1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  lot  9  and  the  SE.  ^  of  NW.  \  of 
Sec.  14,  T.  104  N.,  B.  71  W.,  Ghamberlain,  South  Dakota,  land  district 

The  record  shows  that  Edwin  G.  l^ewbory  on  April  3, 1890,  made 
homestead  entry  for  lot  9,  K  ^  of  WN.  ^  and  the  SE.  ^  of  NW.  I  of 
said  section,  township  and  range. 

On  April  8, 1890,  Thomas  H.  Gox  applied  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  the  SE.  ^  of  NW.  ^  and  lots  7,  8,  and  9,  of  said  section,  township 
and  range,  and  at  the  same  time  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging 
that  he  made  settlement  on  the  land  last  above  described  on  Febroary 
28, 1885,  under  a  proclamation  of  President  Arthur,  dated  Febraary 
27, 1885,  declaring  said  lands  to  be  opened  for  settlement,  that  he  buiU 
a  house  thereon  which  was  completed  prior  to  the  date  of  President 
Cleveland's  proclamation  of  April  17, 1885,  revoking  the  one  of  Feb- 
ruary 27th,  aforesaid;  that  he  made  other  improvements  consisting  of 
an  addition  to  this  house,  a  stable,  dug  a  well,  had  two  hundred  and 
fifty  rods  of  wire  fence,  planted  apple  trees  and  smaU  fruits,  and  had 
twelve  acres  in  cultivation.  The  value  of  his  improvements  being 
placed  at  $760;  that  he  made  the  settlement  in  good  fiuth,  and  desires 
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to  make  a  homestead  entry  of  the  same;  that  while  he  was  residing 
upon  said  land  in  February,  1890,  defendant  commenced  improvements 
on  lot  9,  and  made  homestead  entry  on  the  land  described  above, 
thereby  including  79.64  acres  of  contestant's  land.  He  asked  for  a 
hearing  and  that  defendant's  entry  may  be  canceled  so  far  as  the  same 
is  in  conflict  with  his  application.  A  hearing  was  accordingly  had  be- 
fore the  local  officers,  beginning  May  13,  1890,  and  as  a  result  thereof 
they  decided  that  the  contestant  was  entitled  to  make  his  homestead 
entry,  and  that  defendant's  entry  be  canceled  so  far  as  the  same  con- 
flicts with  contestant's  application.  This  decision  was  made  May  27, 
1890.  Kotice  of  the  same  was  sent  by  registered  letter  to  the  defendant 
June  7,  1890,  and  he  receipted  for  it  on  the  same  day.  On  July  3d, 
following,  he  filed  a  notice  of  appeal.  On  July  13,  following,  the  con- 
testant filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  ^'  the  notice  to  take  an  appeal,"  for  the 
reason  that  no  specification  of  errors  has  been  filed  or  served  upon 
appellee  within  thirty  days  after  notice  has  been  received  of  the  de- 
cision. On  the  12th  defendant  filed  his  specification  of  errors,  and  the 
local  officers  overruled  the  motion  to  dismiss.  Contestant  appealed 
from  the  decision  on  his  motion,  and  defendant  appealed  f^om  the  de- 
cision on  the  merits.  A  motion  was  made  before  you  to  advance  the 
case,  and,  for  reasons  deemed  sufficient,  you  did  so  and  took  it  up  out 
of  its  regular  order,  and  by  letter  of  March  14,  1891,  sustained  the  de- 
cision of  the  local  officers  on  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  re- 
versed them  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  holding  that  the  defendant  had 
a  prior  right  to  the  land,  and  that  plaintiff  had  entirely  failed  to  sustain 
the  charges  in  his  affidavit  of  contest.  Contestant  appealed,  assigning 
as  error  your  action  in  allowing  defendant  forty  days  in  which  to  per- 
fect his  appeal.  The  remaining  four  assignments  are  substantially  that 
your  decision  is  against  the  evidence. 

In  regard  to  the  first  assignment  of  error,  it  would  seem  that  all  that 
could  be  required  is  to  quote  rule  67  (Rules  of  Practice)  to  support  your 
ruling.    It  reads: 

The  party  aggrieved  will  be  aUowed  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  notice  in  which 
to  file  his  appeal  in  the  local  land  office.  Where  the  notice  is  sent  by  mail,  five  days 
additional  wiU  be  allowed  for  the  transmission  of  notice  and  five  days  for  the  return 
of  the  appeal. 

Therefore  when  the  notice  of  the  decision  is  sent  by  mail  the  time 
allowed  in  which  to  file  the  notice,  of  appeal  and  serve  a  copy  of  the 
sx>ecification  of  errors  on  the  appellee  is  forty  days.  Trainer  v.  Stitzel 
(7  L.  D.,  387).  But  counsel  for  appellee  maintains  that  rule  15  controls 
in  appeals,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  it  has  been  held  that  notice  by  regis- 
tered letter  is  personal  service  as  required  by  that  rule,  defendant 
should  have  been  limited  to  thirty  days  from  receipt  of  the  registered 
letter,  and  cites  Anderson  v.  Tannehill  et  al,  (10  L.  B.,  388)  and  William 
W.  Waterhouse  (9  L.  D.,  131)  in  support  of  his  theory.  An  examina- 
tion of  these  cases  will  show  that  they  do  not  apply  to  appeals.  The 
14561— VOL  14 23 
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^^ personal  notice"  required  by  rule  15,  applies  to  the  initiation  of  the 
•contest  and  has  no  reference  to  appeals.  The  appellant  having  com- 
.pleted  his  appeal  within  forty  days,  it  was  not  error  to  allow  it. 

The  land  in  controversy  herein  was  in  the  Sioux  reservation,  which 
was  opened  to  settlement  by  executive  proclamation  dated  February 
27, 1885.  On  the  following  day  Cox  settled  upon  lot  7,  in  said  section 
and  placed  his  improvements  thereon.  The  testimony  shows  that  in 
addition  to  lot  7,  he  claimed  lot  8,  lying  immediately  west  of  7,  and  one 
or  two  forties  lying  east  and  north-east  of  7,  (the  !NE.  ^  of  SE.  ^  and 
lots  7  and  8  extend  clear  across  the  section  from  east  to  west,  and  the 
other  40  he  claimed  is  the  SE.  i  of  NB.  J).  The  NW.  i  of  said  sec- 
tion,  which  includes  the  land  in  controversy,  was  settled  upon  by  one 
Maughan  on  the  same  day,  but  prior  to  Cox's  settlement.  The  procla- 
mation opening  this  territory  for  settlement  was  revoked  by  executive 
proclamation  of  April  17, 1885,  (23  Stat.,  844),  and  by  said  proclama- 
tion it  was  ordered  that  all  persons  who  had  settled  thereon  were  re- 
quired to  vacate  and  remove  therefrom  within  sixty  days  from  that 
date.  Maughan  obeyed  said  order,  but  Oox  continued  to  live  upon, 
improve  and  exercise  rights  of  ownership  over  his  claim.  By  executive 
proclamation  of  February  10, 1890,  (26  Stat.,  1554)  said  land  was  again 
opened  for  settlement.  Said  proclamation  was  issued  in  pursuance  of 
"an  act  to  divide  a  portion  of  the  reservation  of  the  Sioux  I^ation  of 
Indians,"  etc.,  approved  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  899).  By  section  23 
of  said  act  it  was  provided, — 

That  all  persons  who,  between  the  27th  day  of  Febraary,  1885,  and  the  17th  day  of 
April,  1885,  in  good  faith  entered  upon  or  made  settlement  with  intent  to  enter  the 

jMme shaU  for  a  period  of  ninety  days  after  the  proclamation  of  the 

President  required  to  be  made  by  this  act,  have  a  right  to  re-enter  upon  said  claims 

and  procure  title  thereto and  their  said  claims  shall,  for  such  time, 

have  a  preference  over  later  entries,  etc. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  question  before  me  is  as  to  whether  Cox 
had  a  preference  right  as  created  by  the  above  statute.  I  will  say  that 
Congress  clearly  contemplated  in  giving  this  preference  right  that  the 
claimant  should  be  confined  to  the  land  originally  claimed.  In  other 
words,  that  he  could  not  take  other  lands  than  those  he  settled  upon 
and  claimed  during  the  period  the  reservation  was  open  for  settlement, 
to  wit,  between  February  27  and  April  17, 1885.  So  that  if  it  appears 
that  Cox  is  now  seeking  lands  other  than  those  he  claimed  then  his 
«ntry  can  not  be  entertained. 

I  think  the  testimony  very  clearly  shows  that  contestant  never  made 
any  claim  to  the  land  in  dispute  until  February,  1890.  He  admits  tbat 
when  he  found  Maughan  on  the  land  he  did  not  seek  to  get  it,  but  in- 
formed him  that  if  he  (Maughan)  had  not  taken  the  land  that  he  would. 
Subsequently,  he  sought  Maughan  to  buy  his  right  for  his  brother. 
He  continued  to  live  upon  lot  7,  until  the  spring  of  1887,  when  he  moved 
his  house  on  to  lot  8,  a  little  south  of  the  center  line  of  the  section  run- 
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ning  east  and  west,  the  dividing  line  between  lots  8  and  9^  where  he 
resided  at  the  time  of  the  hearing.  He  has  no  improvements  on  lot  9. 
It  seems  he  did  some  plowing  across  the  line  bnt  when  his  attention 
was  called  to  the  fact  by  !Newbary,  he  explained  it  by  saying  that  he 
thought  he  was  south  of  the  line.  By  consent  of  Kewbury  he  planted 
some  pumpkins  one  year  on  the  ground,  on  which  Newbury  had  broom- 
com^  and  it  is  shown,  I  think,  that  he  distinctly  pointed  out  to  the  de- 
fendant his  north  line  along  this  center  section  line  between  lots  8  and 
9,  on  two  occasions.  He  claims  to  have  put  some  wire  fence  on  lot  9,  for 
the  puri>08e  of  enclosing  it,  but  I  do  not  think  he  did  so  with  any  serious 
intention;  at  least  the  fence  consisted  of  one  wire  only,  strung  to  trees 
and  stakes,  supported  by  rocks  and  frozen  earth.  This  was  done  before 
the  land  was  opened  by  the  later  proclamation,  and  he  being  a  tres- 
passer could  acquire  no  rights  by  that  act.  As  a  further  evidence  of 
his  original  intention,  he  cut  hay  upon  the  south-east  of  the  north-east, 
forbid  others  from  cutting  on  it,  and  appropriated  some  he  found  cut 
there,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  part  of  his  claim. 

I  think  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  shows  clearly  that  contest- 
ant is  now  seeking  to  enter  land  under  the  preference  right  given  by 
the  statute  quoted  above,  that  was  not  included  in  his  ^^said  claim" 
as  originally  intended  by  him.  The  defendant  having  made  his  entry 
first  and  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  law,  his  entry  should 
be  allowed  to  stand. 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


Bake  v.  State  of  Iowa. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  September 
30, 1891, 13  L.  D.,  344,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  April  6, 1892. 


PRIVATE  CLAIM— confirmation    BOUNDART. 

Los  Trigos  Grant. 

The  oonfirmatton  of  this  claim  based  on  the  report  of  the  smreyor  general  was  a 
final  settlement  of  the  question  pertaining  to  ''  enclosnre  and  cultivation  "  and 
conferred  a  fiill  and  perfect  title  to  the  land  contained  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  grant. 

Beoreta/ry  Noble  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  April  6y 

1892.     . 

On  the  appeal  of  the  owners  of  the  Donaciano  Yigil,  or  Los  Trigos, 
grant,  sitaated  in  New  Mexico,  the  decision  of  your  office,  January  9, 
1888,  ordering  a  resurvey  of  the  grant,  has  been  considered,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  record  in  the  case. 

The  grant  in  question  was  reported  upon  favorably  by  the  surveyor- 
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general  of  New  Mexico  September  15,  1867,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  8  of  the  act  of  July  22, 1854  (10  Stat.,  308),  and  was  confirmed 
as  claim  Ifo.  8  by  section  1  of  the  act  of  June  21, 1860  (12  Stat.,  71). 

A  survey  of  the  grant  was  made  in  the  following  December,  showing 
an  area  of  12,545.66  acres.  That  survey  was  rejected  by  your  office  be- 
cause of  an  error  in  the  field  notes,  as  to  the  length  of  one  course  on  the 
eastern  boundary,  which  was  deemed  insuperable,  and  a  new  survey 
was  ordered;  on  appeal  this  action  of  your  office  was  sustained  by 
Secretary  Delano.  The  second  survey,  showing  an  area  of  9,646.50 
acres,  was  made  in  1877,  was  rejected  by  your  office  decision  and  ap- 
pealed from,  as  before  stated. 

In  said  decision  two  grounds  are  set  forth  upon  which  the  correct' 
ness  of  the  last  survey  is  questioned:  The  first  is  that  the  eastern 
boundary  is  located  too  far  to  the  east,  inasmuch  as  it  overlaps  the 
west  line  of  the  grant  of  San  Miguel  del  Bado;  and  the  second  ground 
is  that  the  survey  includes  all  the  lands  within  certain  boundaries, 
whilst,  it  is  said,  the  grantees  were  only  entitled,  in  the  language  of 
the  grant,  to  the  "lands  which  they  mark,  cultivate  and  fence"  within 
said  boundaries.  Upon  the  last  ground  the  survey  was  rejected,  and 
the  surveyor-general  was  directed  to  cause  a  new  survey  to  be  made, 
so  as  to  include  only  the  lands  "actually  under  cultivation,  and  in  the 
occupancy  of  the  grantees  or  their  legal  representatives,''  on  February 
2, 1848,  the  date  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  confining  them 
within  the  boundaries  described  in  the  act  of  possession,  and  not  to  in- 
terfere with  the  lands  of  the  Pueblo  of  Pecos,  or  on  the  San  Miguel 
del  Bado  grant. 

The  specifications  of  error,  eight  in  number,  filed  with  the  appeal 
present  the  points  involved  with  sufficient  particularity,  and  need  not 
be  recited  herein. 

The  general  inquiry  is  whether  the  grant  is  properly  located  by  the 
last  survey.  As  a  preliminary  to  the  proper  determination  of  that  main 
question,  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  grant  should  be  first  ascertained. 
This  can  only  be  done  by  examination  of  the  record  in  the  case. 

By  the  act  of  1860,  supra,  the  grant  is  "  hereby  confirmed  ^  "  as  recom- 
mended for  confirmation  by  the  surveyor-general"  of  "New  Mexico. 
The  recommendation  of  the  surveyor-general  of  that  Territory  is  there- 
fore our  guide  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  grant. 

The  record  of  the  grant  as  reported  to  Congress  by  the  surveyor- 
general  is  found  on  page  351,  Volume  1,  Private  Land  Claims,  and  the 
decision  of  that  officer  commences  on  page  356.  It  is  unusually  fiill, 
showing  a  careful  investigation  of  the  subject  before  him,  and  his  reasons 
at  length  for  recommending  the  approval  of  the  grant.  The  record 
shows  that  application  for  the  grant  was  presented  May  26, 1814,  to 
Gov.  Don  Jose  Manrique.    It  asked  for, — 

a  tract  of  uncaltivated  land  sitaate  in  the  pla^e  called  Los  Trigos,  as  far  as  Bl  Gna 
tano,  independent  of  the  leagae  of  the  Indians  of  the  Pueblo  of  Fecos. 
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The  petition  was  referred  by  the  governor  to  the  corporation  of  Santa 
Fe,  it  being  stated  in  the  reference  that  the  corporation  was  clothed 
with  authority  to  act  thereon  by  decree  of  the  Viceroy  of  August  23, 
1813,  and  by  the  royal  order  of  January  4th  of  the  same  year.  On  July 
30, 1814,  the  council  of  Santa  Fe  granted  the  lands  petitioned  for  that 
"  may  not  belong  to  the  natives  of  the  town  of  Pecos,  or  to  the  resi- 
dents of  the  Point  El  Bado;"  and  ordered  that  the  parties  be  put  in 
possession  of  ^^  the  boundaries  which  may  be  assigned  to  them  as  they 
solicit.'' 

On  June  22, 1815,  Gov.  Mayne  approved  the  grant  of  the  town  coun- 
cil,— "  provided,  that  a  royal  grant  to  property  is  only  to  be  considered 
to  be  upon  lands  which  they  mark,  cultivate  and  fence  in,  etc." 

Subsequently,  on  December  6, 1815,  the  Indian  lands  were  measured 
off  and  set  apart,  and  the  senior  justice  of  Santa  Fe  placed  the  peti- 
tioners in  possession  of  the  lands  asked  for  by  them. 

It  wiU  be  seen  also  by  the  record  that  the  right  of  Yigil  and  his  asso- 
ciates to  the  land  in  question,  was  vigorously  contested  before  the 
surveyor-general  by  parties  claiming  adversely,  who  asserted  that 
IH>ssession  of  the  lands  had  been  delivered  to  them  by  a  public  ofBcer 
having  lawful  authority  to  do  so.  In  the  objections  to  the  approval  of 
the  grant,  filed  by  the  contestants  before  the  surveyor  general^  it  is  in- 
sisted,— 

2nd.  That  the  grant  was  only  to  snoh  portions  of  the  land  as  should  be  enclosed, 
built  upon,  and  cultivated,    .... 

3rd.  That  the  proofs  show  conclusively  that  the  grantees  built  upon,  enclosed  and 
cultivated  only  a  very  small  portion  of  the  lands  included  within  the  limits,  etc. 

The  sarveyor-general,  in  his  opinion  on  the  above  objections,  says 
that  the  grant  in  question  was  made  by  the  town  council  of  Santa  Fe, 
which  had  full  authority  so  to  do  under  the  Spanish  law  of  January  4, 
1813;  that  grants  under  said  law  were  in  fee  simple;  by  fixed  limits 
and  specific  boundaries;  that  the  insertion  of  the  clause  by  Governor 
Majrne,  relative  to  inclosures  and  cultivation,  was, — 

the  interpretation  of  the  law  by  a  subsequent  governor,  made  after  the  grant  had 
been  made  according  to  law  by  the  town  council,  was  not  binding  on  the  parties, 
and  was  therefore  null  and  void,  as  the  law  vested  in  him  no  authority  to  impose 
conditions ;  and  any  part  taken  by  Mm  in  the  premises,  with  the  exception  of  being 
the  medium  between  the  town  council  and  the  grantees,  was  an  assumption  of 
power  on  his  part  for  which  he  had  no  authority  of  law. 

It  wa«  therefore  held  that  whilst  cultivation  was  required  as  an  evi- 
dence of  good  faith,  and  in  order  to  acquire  title,  and  inclosure  was 
advised  in  order  to  avoid  disputes,  ^4t  was  optional  with  the  parties 
whether  they  should  cultivate  a  portion  only  or  the  whole  of  the  land 
granted,"  and  that  the  matter  of  inclosure  was  also  ^4eft  to  the 
option  of  the  owner,  and  not  a  condition  imposed  upon  him  by  law," 
and  that  '^  the  law  certainly  does  not  require  every  foot  of  the  land  to 
be  cultivated  and  enclosed." 
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The  surveyor-general  thereupon  found  that  the  boundaries  of  the 
grant  are  proven  to  be  fixed  and  permanent  landmarks,  known  to  all 
persons  familiar  with  the  locality;  that  the  grantees  went  upon  the 
land,  cultivated  it  in  good  faith,  and  that  it  was  always  recognized  as 
their  property.  He  was  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  law  gave  ^^  a 
ftill  and  perfect  title  to  the  land  contained  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
grant"  made  by  the  town  council  of  Santa  Fe,  and  hence  recommended 
that  it  be  thus  confirmed  to  the  grantees. 

It  is  thus  made  plain  that  the  matter  of  the  inclosure  and  cultivation 
of  the  lands  was  presented  to  and  passed  upon  by  tbe  surveyor-gen- 
eral, who  decided  plainly  that  the  provision  relating  thereto  was  illegal 
and  of  no  effect,  and  that  the  grantees  took  <^a  full  and  perfect  title  to 
the  land  contained  within  the  boundaries." 

With  this  full  and  careful  report  before  it  Congress  confirmed  the 
grant  as  recommended  by  the  surveyor-general.  This  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  final  settlement  of  the  question  of  enclosure  and  cultivation^ 
beyond  the  power  of  your  office  or  this  Department  to  reopen  it.  "  A 
fuU  and  perfect  title  to  the  land  contained  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
grant"  was  confirmed  by  Congress,  and  the  executive  has  no  power  to 
limit  that  confirmation  to  such  lands  only  ^<  within  the  boundaries  "  as 
were  ^^  actually  under  cultivation  and  in  the  occupancy  of  the  grantees," 
at  the  date  of  the  treaty  with  Mexico. 

There  is  therefore  manifei^t  error  in  the  instructions  issued  to  the 
surveyor  general  in  this  respect,  and  the  same  are  hereby  overruled. 

The  other  ground  of  objection  is  not  passed  upon  by  your  office.  The 
testimony  taken  in  relation  thereto,  or  rather,  excerpts  therefirom,  are 
recited  in  the  decision,  but  no  opinion  is  expressed  thereon,  and  no 
instructions  are  issued  to  the  surveyor-general  to  guide  him  in  respect 
to  that  point.  It  was  doubtless  thought,  inasmuch  as  it  was  decided, 
only  such  lands  were  to  be  surveyed  as  were  "  actually  under  cultiva- 
tion and  in  the  occupancy  of  the  grantees  "  at  the  date  of  the  treaty, 
that  the  area  of  the  grant  would  be  so  reduced  it  could  not  reach  to 
the  point  where  the  alleged  conflict  is  said  to  take  place;  therefore,  it 
was  unnecessary  to  decide  a  question  which  would  not  arise  on  survey. 

But  this  Department  having  now  determined  that  there  is  manifest 
error  in  said  ruling  of  your  office,  the  question  of  the  other  alleged 
error  becomes  an  important  one,  which  should  be  regularly  acted  upon 
and  decided.  The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned  to  you  that 
the  same  may  be  re-examined  and  considered  in  accordance  with  the 
views  herein  expressed,  and  fully  adjudicated,  to  the  end  that  if  said 
survey  be  defective,  proper  steps  be  taken  to  reform  it;  or,  if  correct, 
that  it  be  formally  approved  and  patent  is<<ued  thereon  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  4,  act  of  March  3, 1869  (15  Stat.,  342). 
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BAILBOAD    GRANT-STATUTORY    FORFEITURE— SETTLEMENT. 

Southern  Pacific  B.  E.  X3o.  v.  Hammond. 

The  foTfeitnre  declared  by  the  aot  of  September  29, 1890,  was  complete  on  the  passage 
of  the  act,  and  opened  to  settlement  immediately  the  lands  designated  therein. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  April 

6y  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  company 
v,  Maria  S.  Hammond,  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of 
N"ovember  12, 1889,  holding  for  confirmation  the  entry  of  the  latter  for 
the  W^.  i,  Sec.  27,  T.  15  S.,  R.  7  F.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco,  Cali- 
fomia,  land  district. 

This  land  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  said  rail- 
road company  by  act  of  Jnly  27, 1866  (14  Stat.,  292),  which  attached 
January  3, 1867. 

The  township  plat  of  the  official  survey  was  filed  in  the  local  land 
office  February  3, 1873. 

On  September  22, 1885,  Maria  S.  Hammond  made  application  to  make 
a  homestead  entry  for  said  land.  She  presented  the  usual  afOidavits 
showing  her  qualifications  to  make  entry,  together  with  the  non-mineral 
affidavit  and  accompanied  the  same  by  several  affidavits  from  which 
it  appears  that  one  Charles  Pierce  located  upon  the  land  in  1868,  and 
built  a  house  thereon  and  that  he  resided  there  continuously  until 
April,  1872,  when  he  sold  his  improvement  to  G.  Y.  Hammond,  late 
husband  of  this  applicant,  who  immediately  established  his  residence 
thereon,  and  lived  there  until  September,  1884,  when  he  died,  leaving 
the  applicant  and  her  minor  children  in  possession  of  the  tract,  and  that 
they  have  continued  to  reside  thereon. 

The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  Pierce  was  a  qualified  entryman. 
From  the  best  information  the  witnesses  have,  he  was  bom  in  Massa- 
chusetts,  he  was  over  21  years  of  age,  and  none  of  them  have  any  knowl- 
edge  of  his  ever  exercising  his  right  to  ^^ pre-empt"  or  '<  homestead'' 
any  other  tract  of  land. 

Mrs.  Hammond  is  qualified  to  make  homestead  entry. 

On  July  17, 1886,  your  office  by  letter  of  that  date  directed  the  local 
officers  to  permit  Mrs.  Hammond  to  make  entry  for  said  land,  in  pur- 
suance of  which  on  August  11, 1886,  she  filed  her  pre-emption  declara- 
tory  statement,  alleging  settlement  September  26, 1869,  and  on  Novem- 
ber 14^  (not  the  16th  as  stated)  1888,  she  submitted  final  proof  in 
support  of  her  daim,  and  the  same  was  accepted  and  a  cash  certificate 
was  issued  accordingly. 

On  November  12, 1889,  your  office  held  said  entry  for  confirmation 
and  notified  said  railroad  company  of  your  action  and  of  its  right  of 
appeal. 
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On  December  7,  following,  the  company  filed  its  appeal  from  said 
decision,  and  assigns  the  following  errors: 

Ist.  Error  m  not  sostaining  the  right  of  said  company  nnder  its  grant. 

2.  Error  in  finding  the  land  excepted  from  the  grant  by  the  oconpation  of  a  settler. 

The  final  proof  shows  that  Pierce  settled  upon  the  land  in  the  fall  of 
1866,  and  lived  there  tiU  1872,  when  he  sold  his  improvements  to 
G.  Y.  Hammond,  who  resided  there  continuously  until  his  death  in 
1884,  and  that  Maria  S.,  his  widow,  with  his  minor  children  have  main- 
tained continuous  residence  thereon  since  that  time. 

This  land  lies  opposite  a  portion  of  the  line  of  the  railroad  between 
Tres  Finos  and  Huron  as  shown  by  the  said  company's  map  of  desig- 
nated route  filed  in  the  general  land  office  January  3, 1867. 

The  testimony  is  somewhat  conflicting  as  to  the  year  that  Pierce  went 
upon  this  land.  In  one  affidavit  it  is  fixed  1868;  two  fix  it  in  1866. 
Mrs.  Hammond  did  not  know  Pierce  till  1872,  another  witness  says 
Pierce  lived  on  the  land  in  1870,  when  he  first  knew  him;  nor  is  the 
evidence  very  satisfactory  as  to  his  right  to  make  entry  or  pre-empt  the 
land  even  if  living  upon  it. 

But  if  the  road  was  not  completed  and  in  operation  on  September  29, 
1800,  these  questions  cease  to  be  material.  The  first  section  of  the  act 
of  Congress,  approved  September  29,  1890  (26  Stats.,  496),  reads  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.  That  there  is  hereby  forfeit<»d  to  the  United  States,  and  the 
United  States  hereby  resumes  the  title  thereto,  ail  lands  heretofore  granted  to  any 
State  or  to  any  corporation  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and 
coterminous  with  the  portion  of  any  such  railroad  not  now  completed,  and  in  opera- 
tion, for  the  construction  or  benefit  of  which  such  lands  were  granted ;  and  aU  such 
lands  are  declared  to  be  a  part  of  the  public  domain :  Provided,  That  this  act  shaU 
not  be  construed  as  forfeiting  the  right  of  way  or  station  groonds  of  any  railroad 
company  heretofore  granted. 

The  second  and  third  sections  of  the  act  relate  to  the  settlement  of 
the  lands  so  forfeited,  and  provide  for  their  disposition  by  the  govern- 
ment. 

This  act  rendered  the  lands  designated  therein  subject  to  settlement 
immediately  on  its  passage, — the  forfeiture  was  complete  on  the  passage 
of  the  act.  Yictorien  v.  "New  Orleans  Pacific  Ey.  Co.  (on  review)  (10 
L.  D.,  637);  Van  Wyck  v.  Knevals  (106  U.  S.,  360-^68);  McMicken  t?. 
United  States  (97  U.  S.,  204-218). 

It  appears  by  the  records  of  your  of&ce  that  said  railroad  has  not 
been  constructed  opposite  T.  15  S.,  E.  7  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  and  therefore 
this  land  comes  within  the  terms  of  the  said  act  of  September  29, 1890. 

Your  decision,  in  so  far  as  it  holds  Mrs.  Hammond's  entry  for  con- 
firmation, is  affirmed. 
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ADJOINING  FARM  HOMESTEAI>-S£CTION  8888  R.  8. 

Willis  t^.  Messenger. 

The  Btatate  anthorfzing  adjoining  farm  entries  contemplates  that  the  original  farm 
as  well  as  the  adjoining  farm  must  be  held  for  agricnltoral  purposes,  and  that 
the  entryman  must  be  the  owner  in  his  own  right  of  the  original  farm. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  7, 189JS. 

On  May  26, 1887,  Joseph  Messenger  made  adjoining  farm  entry  of 
the  NE.  i  of  the  SB.  J  of  Sec.  1,  T.  19  S.,  R.  2  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  An- 
geles, California,  containing  forty  acres,  based  upon  his  application, 
alleging  that  he  was  the  owner  of  and  then  residing  upon  an  original 
farm  containing  67.30  acres,  which  comprised  lots  1,  2,  and  3  of  said 
section  1. 

On  November  12, 1887,  William  D.  Willis  filed  contest  against  said 
entry,  charging  that: 

Joseph  Messenger  has  subdivided  and  sarveyed  all  the  land  described  above  into 
city  or  town  blocks  and  streets;  that  the  plat  of  same  had  been  filed  in  the  county 
recorder's  office  of  said  San  Diego,  thus  dedicating  the  streets  as  therein  represented 
to  the  public ;  that  said  Messenger  has  thus  by  intervening  streets  cut  himself  off 
and  separated  himself  from  the  said  N£.  i  of  SE.  i,  Sec.  1, 19  S.,  2  W.,  8.  B.  M. ; 
that  the  official  plat  now  filed  represents  the  whole  of  said  land  above  described 
divided  into  lots,  blocks  and  streets,  and  that  further  said  Messenger  has  sold  an 
undivided  half  interest  in  the  whole  of  lots  1,  2,  3,  Sec.  1, 19  S.,  2  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  to 
which  said  Messenger  claims  the  said  N£.  i  SE.  i,  Sec.  1,  to  be  adjoining;  that  said 
Messenger  holds  none  of  said  lands  as  a  farm,  or  farming  property,  but  as  speculative 
city  lota,  and  that  many  of  said  lots  have  been  sold,  and  they  are  yet  offered  for 
sale  upon  the  market. 

Upon  the  evidence  taken  at  said  hearing,  the  local  officers  fonnd 
^<  that  the  land  embraced  in  the  additional  farm  homestead  entry  of 
Joseph  Messenger  had  been  subdivided  into  town  lots  and  sold  at  pub- 
lic sale,''  which  placed  it  beyond  his  power  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  homestead  law.  They  therefore  recommended  that  his 
^^a4JoiningfiEkrm  homestead  entry  be  canceled."  Upon  appeal,  you  re- 
versed said  decision  and  dismissed  the  contest,  and  contestant  appealed 
therefirom. 

The  evidence  shows  beyond  all  controversy,  that  the  tract  in  ques 
tion  was  laid  off  into  blocks,  lots,  streets,  and  alleys,  shortly  after  entry, 
with  the  comers  staked  on  the  ground,  and  a  plat  of  said  subdivision 
was  made  and  the  lots  offered  for  sale.  It  is  also  shown  that  part  of 
the  alleged  original  farm  had  also  been  subdivided,  and  part  of  it  had 
been  offered  for  sale. 

There  is  not  in  this  case  a  single  element  of  good  faith.  Section  2289 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  under  which  this  entry  was  made,  contemplates 
that  the  onginal  farm,  as  well  as  the  adjoining  farm,  must  be  held  for 
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agricultaral  purposes.  The  law  requires  that  the  entryman  mnst  falfill 
the  requirements  of  the  law  as  to  residence  and  cultivation  for  five 
years  before  the  issuance  of  patent,  but  that  he  will  not  be  required  to 
remove  from  the  land  originally  owned,  it  being  contemplated  that  the 
original  and  the  additional  shall  constitute  one  body  of  land. 

The  division  of  tiiis  land  was  the  result  of  an  agreement  made  be- 
tween Messenger  and  the  owners  of  adjoining  tracts,  and  the  offering 
of  the  same  for  sale  as  town  lots  indicated  a  clear  purpose  and  intention 
on  the  part  of  this  entryman  to  take  the  land  for  si)eculative  purposes, 
and  not  for  the  purposes  contemplated  by  the  homestead  law. 

Furthermore,  the  law  requires  that  the  entryman  must  be  the  owner 
in  his  own  right  of  the  original  farm,  and  this  fact  must  appear. 

The  entrjrman  in  his  application  alleged  that  he  was  the  owner  of  lots 
1, 2,  and  3,  of  Sec.  1,  T.  19  S.,  B.  2  W.,  8.  B.  M.,  the  original  farm  upon 
which  the  adjoining  entry  was  made. 

The  abstract  of  title  to  said  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  put  in  evidence  by  the 
contestant,  showed  that  they  were  patented  by  the  United  States  to 
John  P.  Gould,  and  were  conveyed  through  mesne  conveyances  to  Wil- 
liam Lane,  by  deed,  dated  November  9, 1876.  This  showed  title  in  Lane, 
and,  at  least,  shifted  the  onus  upon  defendant  to  show  title  out  of  Lane 
and  in  himself  at  the  date  of  his  entry.  No  title  was  so  shown,  and 
this,  of  itself^  was  sufficient  to  cancel  the  entry. 

For  the  reasons  above  set  forth,  your  decision  is  reversed,  and  the 
entry  of  Messenger  will  be  canceled. 


IIAILUOAB  OBAKT-SETTLEMENT  CLAIM. 

Irvine  v.  Northern  Paoepio  B.  B.  Co. 

When  settlement  and  oconpancy,  alone,  at  the  time  rights  nnder  a  railroad  grant 
attach,  are  relied  npon  to  except  the  land  from  such  grant,  it  mnst  affirmatively 
appear  that  the  party  in  possession  had  the  right  at  that  time  to  assert  a  claim 
to  the  land  in  question  nnder  the  settlement  laws. 

Secretary  KohU  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April  8j 

1892. 

The  appeal  of  John  H.  Irvine,  from  yonr  decision  of  December  8, 
1890,  holding  his  homestead  entry  for  the  S.  J  of  the  SE.  i.  Sec  31,  T, 
44  K.,  B.  5  W.,  Lewiston,  Idaho,  for  cancellation  and  awar^g  the  land 
to  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  had  been  considered. 

The  records  show  in  this  case  that  on  June  1, 1885,  the  local  officers 
permitted  Irvine  to  make  a  homestead  entry  of  the  land  in  question 
and  on  August  18, 1885,  he  presented  final  proof  thereon  alleging  set- 
tlement and  residence  on  the  land  from  June,  1872,  whereupon  final 
certificate  was  issued  and  the  case  regularly  reported  to  you  in  the 
order  of  business. 
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In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  above  tract  was  within  the  granted  limits 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad,  and  the  homesteader  alleged  that  the 
land  was  excepted  from  the  withdrawal  for  the  railroad  by  reason  that 
the  tract  was  occnpied  by  a  settler  at  thei  date  of  withdrawal,  and  for 
the  farther  reason  that  the  land  was  excluded  from  said  withdrawal  on 
account  of  Coeur  d'Alene  Indian  Reservation,  you  directed  that  a  hear- 
ing be  had  to  determine  the  status  of  the  land. 

March  4, 1890,  the  hearing  was  concluded  and  the  local  officers  de- 
cided adversely  to  the  homestead  party,  whereupon  he  appealed  and  on 
December  8, 1890,  yon  affirmed  the  decision  below. 

The  homesteader  again  appeals. 

This  land  is  within  the  granted  limits  and  was  withdrawn  on  a  map 
of  general  route  of  said  railroad,  filed  February  21, 1872,  a  copy  of 
which  was  received  at  the  local  oflftce  April  29,  following. 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  shows  that  sometime  in  October  or  No- 
vember, 1871,  one  Rosewood  camped  on  Sec.  31  or  32,  it  does  not  posi- 
tively appear  which;  that  he  remained  some  two  weeks  on  theland, 
(the  improvements  consisting  of  four  logs  laid  as  a  foundation  for  a 
house)  then  he  left  and  has  not  since  returned.  There  is  no  evidence  to 
show  that  this  man  was  qualified  to  make  an  entry  under  any  of  the 
settlement  laws  or  that  he  intended  to  claim  it  as  a  home.  When  set- 
tlement and  occupancy,  alone,  at  the  time  rights  under  a  railroad  grant 
attach,  are  relied  upon  to  except  the  land  from  such  grant,  it  must  af- 
firmatively appear  that  the  party  in  possession  had  the  right  at  that 
time  to  assert  a  claim  to  the  land  in  question  under  the  settlement  laws> 
Northern  Pacific  R.R.  Oo.  t?.  McCrimmon  (12  L.  D.  654);  Stewart  t?. 
Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (11  L.  D.,  568). 

The  appellant  bases  his  right  to  the  land  upon  Rosewood's  supposed 
occupancy  of  the  tract,  claiming  that  such  occupancy  and  claim  were 
sufficient  in  themselves  to  reserve  the  land  from  the  operation  of  the 
railroad  grant,  and  that  therefore  the  land  was  subject  to  homestead  at 
the  date  his  entry  was  made.  As  before  stated.  Rosewood  went  upon 
the  land  in  October  or  November,  1871,  and  remained  about  two  weeks, 
then  left  the  land;  hence  at  the  date  of  withdrawal  on  map  of  general 
route,  filed  February  21, 1872,  the  claim  of  Rosewood,  even  allowing  that 
he  camped  on  section  31,  had  been  abandoned  and  the  land  was  subject 
to  the  operation  of  the  grant.  This  being  the  case,  the  claim  of  Irvine 
initiated  subsequent  to  said  withdrawal  must  of  necessity  fail  as  the 
railroad  right  had  attached  to  the  lands. 

The  Coeur  d'Alene  Indian  reservation  appears  from  the  records  of 
your  office  to  have  been  created  by  executive  order  of  June  14, 1867, 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  land  in  question  is  embraced  by  said 
reservation  or  by  any  withdrawal  therefor;  hence,  it  cannot  be  main- 
tained that  the  tract  was  excepted  by  reason  of  such  reservation  from 
the  railroad  grant  at  the  date  of  withdrawaL 

Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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BAILBOAB  GRANT— PBE-EMPTION  FILING—ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  188T. 

GiLKEBSON  V.  Leavenworth,  Lawrence  and  Galveston  E.  E. 

Co.  ET  AL. 

A  pre-emptoT  who  ha«  taken  the  initiatory  steps  required  by  law  in  regard  to  actnal 
settlement,  and  is  called  away  by  engagement  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States,  is  entitled,  under  section  5,  act  of  March  20, 1864,  to  six  months 
after  the  expiration  of  his  service  in  which  to  submit  final  proof. 

A  withdrawal  for  the  benefit  of  a  railroad  company  does  not  take  effect  upon  land 
embraced  within  an  unexpired'pre-emption  filing. 

Proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  title  under  the  act  of  March  8,  1887,  are  authorized, 
where  it  appears  that  land  has  been  erroneously  certified  on  account  of  a  rail- 
road grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  April  8, 

1892. 

In  yonr  letter  of  February  16, 1892,  you  report  that  under  date  of 
August  28, 1891,  the  Leavenworth,  Lawrence  and  Galveston  and  the 
Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Eailroad  Companies,  were  called  upon  to 
show  cause  why  demand  should  not  be  made  upon  them  for  the  recon- 
veyance to  the  United  States  of  the  S.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  27,  T.  23 
S.,  B.  18  E.,  Topeka  land  district,  Kansas,  and  that  no  response  had 
been  made  by  either  company. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  common  granted  limits  of  the  grants  for  said 
companies  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1863  (12  Stat.,  772),  and  said  roads 
were  definitely  located  opposite  this  land  N^ovember  28, 1866,  and  De- 
cember 3, 1866,  respectively.  A  withdrawal  was  made  on  account  of 
these  grants,  which  became  eflfective  May  5, 186.*i,  and  this  tract  £alls 
within  the  limits  of  that  withdrawal. 

The  records  show  that  one  John  Gilkerson  filed  declaratory  state- 
ment ISo,  1647,  for  this  tract  and  the  N.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  34,  same 
township  and  range,  on  January  16, 1861,  alleging  settlement  Decem- 
ber 17, 1860. 

He  made  homestead  entry  "So.  655,  for  same  land  on  March  6, 1865, 
but  said  entry  was  canceled,  as  to  the  tract  now  in  question,  on  April 
27, 1870,  for  the  reason  that  his  filing,  being  for  offered  land,  expired 
before  the  withdrawal  on  account  of  the  grant. 

This  tract  was  jointly  listed  by  the  companies  July  29, 1874,  and  was 
certified  to  the  State  February  11, 1875. 

Gilkerson  now  files  affidavits,  which  show  that  he  settled  upon  the 
land  embraced  in  his  filing,  together  with  his  family,  in  1858,  and  re- 
sided thereon  until  the  year  1861,  when  he  left  to  enter  the  United 
States  army;  he  was  discharged  from  the  army  in  1865,  and  immedi- 
ately returned  to  his  claim,  upon  which  his  family  still  resided;  and  it 
has  since  been  their  home. 

The  5th  section  of  the  act  of  March  20, 1864  (14  Stat.,  35),  provide: 

That  where  a  pre-emptor  has  taken  the  initiatory  steps  required  by  existing  laws 
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IB  regard  to  actaal  settlementi  and  is  called  away  from  ftuch  settlement  by  being 
actually  engaged  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  and  by  reason 
of  such  absence  is  unable  to  appear  at  the  district  land  office,  to  make,  before  the 
register  or  receiver,  the  affidavits  required  by  the  thirteenth  section  of  the  pre- 
emption act  of  the  fourth  of  September,  eighteen  hundred  and  forty-one,  the  time 
for  filing  such  affidavit  and  making  final  proof  and  entry  or  location,  shall  be  ex- 
tended six  months  after  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  service,  upon  satisfactory 
proof  by  affidavit,  or  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  that  the  said  pre-emptor  is  so  in 
the  service,  being  filed  with  the  register  of  the  land  office  for  the  district  in  which 
his  settlement  is  made. 

Under  said  act,  the  filing  by  Gilkerson  was  an  unexpired  and  sub- 
sisting claim  to  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  withdrawal  of  1863,  and, 
hence,  the  land  was  not  embraced  in  said  withdrawal.  His  homestead 
entry,  made  in  1865,  was  therefore  properly  allowed,  and,  being  of 
record  at  the  date  of  the  definite  locations  of  said  roads,  served  to  de- 
feat the  grants.  Kansas  Pacific  E.  B.  Go.  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S., 
629;  Hastings  and  Dakota  R'y  Co.  v.  Whitney,  132  U.  S.,  357, 

The  certification  to  the  State  on  account  of  the  railroad  grants  was 
therefore  erroneous,  and  I  have  to  direct  that  demand  be  made  upon 
said  companies  for  the  reconveyance  of  said  tract  to  the  United  States, 
as  contemplated  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  656),  and  nipon 
the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose,  you  will  report  the 
result  thereof  to  this  Department  for  such  further  action  as  the  facts 
may  warrant. 


BATIiROAB  GRANT-INDEMNITY— SETTLEMENT  CliAlM. 

New  ORLEA.NS  Pacific  Ey.  Co.  v.  Oharlot  et  al. 

A  settlement  claim  apon  land  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  conferred 
upon  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Company  by  the  act  of  Febraary  8, 1887,  is  pro« 
tected  by  section  2  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April  9y 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Eailway 
Company  from  your  decision  of  May  26, 1890,  holding  for  cancellation 
its  indemnity  selection  for  the  SW.  J  Sec.  35,  T.  7  S.,  E.  3  B.,  Kew  Or- 
leans, land  district-,  Louisiana,  on  account  of  the  outstanding  certifica- 
tions for  the  New  Orleans,  Opelousas  and  Great  Western  Eailroad  and 
the  settlement  by  Don  Louis  Chariot. 

This  tract  is  within  the  thirty  miles  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant 
made  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat.,  579),  to  the  New  Orleans, 
Baton  Rouge  and  Vicksburg  Eailroad  Company,  and  is  opposite  that 
portion  of  the  road  the  grant  for  which  was  conferred  upon  the  New 
Orleans  Pacific  Eailway  Company  by  the  act  of  Congress  approved 
February  8,  1887  (24  Stat.,  391). 
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The  second  section  of  said  act^  being  the  confirmatoiy  section,  pro- 
vides : 

That  all  such  lands  occupied  Ly  actual  settlers  at  the  date  of  the  definite  location 
of  said  road,  and  still  remaining  in  their  possession  or  in  the  possession  of  their  heiis 
or  assigns,  diall  be  held  and  deemed  excepted  from  said  grant  and  shall  be  subject 
to  entry  under  the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  States. 

This  tract  is  opposite  the  definite  location  shown  upon  the  map  filed 
November  17, 1882,  and  was  selected  by  the  company  December  28, 
1883. 

Your  decision  states  that  this  tract  was  certified  to  the  State  January 
29, 1861,  for  the  ISew  Orleans,  Opelousas  and  Great  Western  Bailroad 
Company,  and  that  it  was  reconveyed  by  the  governor  February  24, 
1888,  subsequent  to  selection  by  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Bailway  Com- 
pany. 

On  May  12, 1888,  Chariot  presented  a  homestead  application  for  the 
land,  and  alleged  settlement  thereon  in  December,  1864,  upon  which 
allegation  a  hearing  was  regularly  had. 

The  testimony,  taken  at  said  hearing,  clearly  shows  that  he  was 
residing  upon  the  land  both  at  the  date  of  definite  location  and  selec- 
tion, above  given,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  thereto. 

In  the  case  of  said  company  v.  Elliott  (13  L.  D.,  157),  in  considering 
the  effect  of  the  act  of  February  8, 1887  {8upra)y  it  was  held  that 

there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  indicate  that  it  was  intended  to  extend  the  benefits  of 
the  withdrawal  in  fayor  of  the  original  grantee  to  the  latter  company  .  •  .  The 
New  Orleans  Pacific  R'y  Co.  can  only  claim  whatever  rights  were  granted  or  con- 
firmed by  the  act  of  Fehraary  8, 1887 if  a  settler  was  on  the  land  at 

the  date  of  definite  location  it  is  excepted  from  the  grant. 

In  that  case  the  tract  was  within  the  primary  (or  granted)  limits,  but 
the  reasoning  applies  with  equal  force  to  lands  within  the  indemnity 
limits;  otherwise,  it  must  be  held  that  a  greater  privilege  was  conferred 
upon  the  company  within  the  indemnity  limits  than  within  the  granted 
limits. 

As  before  said,  after  confirming  certain  of  the  lands  granted  by  the 
act  of  1871  upon  the  New  Orleans  Pacific  Eailway  Company,  the  second 
section  provides  ^^  that  all  such  lands"  occupied  at  the  date  of  definite 
location  shall  be  subject  to  entry. 

The  intention  is  plain.  It  was  to  protect  all  qualified  settlers  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant  at  the  dates  named. 

I  therefore  agree  with  you  in  holding  that  the  settlement  claim  of 
Chariot  was,  under  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  February  8, 1887 
{8upra)y  sufficient  to  defeat  any  claim  to  said  tract  on  account  of  the 
grant,  and  its  selection  will  accordingly  be  canceled. 

Your  decision  states  that  there  are  conflicting  claims  to  the  land  under 
the  public  land  laws,  the  respective  rights  under  which,  not  having 
been  determined  by  your  office  need  not  now  be  considered. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  af^med. 
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TOWKSITE-SETTLEME19T-SOL.I>rERS'  ADDITIONAL--SECTIOK  7,  ACT  OF 

MARCH  3,  1881. 

Bonds'  Heirs  bt  al.  v.  Deming  Townsitb  (On  Eeview). 

The  occnpancy  of  land  by  townfiite  settlers,  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  soldiers'  addi- 
tional homestead  entry,  constitntes  an  '' adverse  claim"  that  defeats  confirma- 
tion of  said  entry  under  the  body  of  section  7,  act  of  March  Z,  1891. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  La/nd  Office^  April  9j 

1892. 

I  have  before  me  a  motion  filed  by  the  attorneys  representing  the  Bio 
Grande,  Mexico  and  Pacific  Baikoad  Company,  asking  for  a  review  and 
rehearing  of  the  departmental  decision  of  December  8, 1891;  in  the  case 
of  the  heirs  of  William  Bond  et  oL  t?.  Deming  Townsite  (13  L.  D.,  665), 
involving  the  S.  J  of  Sec.  27,  T.  23  S.,  B.  9  W.,  Las  Graces,  New  Mexico. 

The  motion  asks  a  review  on  two  grounds,  npon  which  it  is  claimed 
that  the  Department  erred  in  applying  the  law  to  the  facts  in  the  case. 
The  first  ground  of  the  motion  alleges  error  in  holding  the  soldiers'  ad- 
ditional homestead  entries,  covering  land  involved  in  the  case,  invalid, 
because  at  the  time  the  same  were  made,  the  land  was  occupied  for  the 
purpose  of  trade  and  business  and  not  for  agriculture.  The  second 
ground  of  the  motion,  alleges  error  in  the  decision  in  denying  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Bio  Grande,  Mexico  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  to  pur- 
chase forty  acres  of  the  land  involved  in  said  case,  for  station  purposes, 
under  section  21,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1871.    (16  Stat.,  573-579.) 

In  support  of  the  first  ground  of  the  motion  it  is  urged  that  the  ad- 
ditional homestead  entries  in  question,  are  confirmed  by  the  seventh 
section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  and  that  the  Depart- 
ment erred  in  not  so  deciding. 

This  question  was  not  presented  by  the  record  in  the  case  nor  by 
counsel  representing  the  parties  in  whose  behalf  the  motion  for  review 
is  made,  nor  passed  upon  in  the  decision,  and  under  some  circumstances 
this  of  itself  would  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  denying  the  motion.  Bram*^ 
well  V.  Central  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Companies  (on  review),  2  L.  D., 
8i4^  Haling  v.  Eddy  (9  L.  D.,  337);  United  States  t?.  Montgomery  et  at 
(on  review)  (12  L.  D.,  503). 

In  this  case,  however,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  if  these  entries  are 
confirmed  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  the  parties  are  entitled  as  a 
matter  of  law,  to  have  patents  issued  to  them  for  the  land  embraced 
therein;  on  the  other  hand,  if  said  entries  are  not  confirmed  by  said  act 
then  the  motion  in  their  behalf  must  be  denied. 

That  part  of  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  1891,  relied  npon  as 
confirming  these  entries  is  as  follows: 

All  entries  made  under  the  pre-emption,  homestead,  desert  land,  or  timber-cnltnre 
lawSi  in  whieh  final  proof  and  payment  may  have  been  made  and  certificates  issned, 
and  to  whioh  there  are  no  adverse  claims  originating  prior  to  final  entry  and  which 
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hare  been  sold  or  incambered  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March,  eighteen  hundred  and 
eighty-eight,  and  after  final  entry,  to  bona  fi.de  purchasers,  or  incumbrancers,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  shall,  unless  upon  an  investigation  by  a  government  agent, 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found,  be  confirmed  and  patented  upon 
presentation  of  satisfactory  proof  to  the  Land  Department  of  such  sale  or  incum- 
brance. 

The  additional  homestead  entries  in  question  were  made,  and  final 
receipts  issued  thereon,  March  24, 1885.  It  is  claimed  in  argument  for 
the  motion  that  the  lands  embraced  in  them  were  sold  and  transferred 
to  the  Eio  Grande,  Mexico  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  on  the  15th 
day  of  April,  1885.  While  the  requisite  proof  as  to  the  bona  fides  of 
the  alleged  sales  and  transfers  of  the  lands,  based  upon  the  valuable 
considerations  required  by  the  terms  of  this  section,  are  not  before  me, 
I  will  treat  these  as  existing  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion. 

It  is  also  claimed  ^^  that  the  claims  of  both  Bond  and  Kidder  do  not 
possess  a  single  element  of  validity,"  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
motion  may  also  be  conceded. 

The  sole  question  in  the  case  is  between  the  railroad  company  as 
transferee,  under  its  purchase  &om  the  additional  homestead  entryman, 
and  the  townsite  claimants.    The  record  clearly  shows  that  the  town- 

« 

site  claimants  occupied  the  land  and  had  improvements  on  the  same  of 
a  substantial  and  permanent  character,  such  as  residences,  hotels, 
stores,  barber  shops,  restaurants,  etc.,  long  before  the  date  of  these 
entries.  In  other  words,  there  was  a  town  there  before  these  entries 
were  made.  They  were  made  with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  fact  that 
the  lands  covered  by  them  were  at  that  time,  and  for  a  long  time  prior 
to  such  entries,  used,  selected  and  occupied  for  townsite  purposes. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  land  was  not  subject  to  entry  for  agri- 
cultural purposes  when  these  entries  were  made.  See  Guthrie  Town- 
site  V,  Paine  et  al.  (on  review)  13  L.  D.,  662  j  Gamahan  v.  Haywood  ei 
al,  (13  L.  D.,  143). 

The  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  under  which  it  is 
claimed  these  entries  are  confirmed,  by  its  plain  terms  only  confirm 
entries  ^^  to  which  there  are  no  adverse  claims  originating  prior  to  final 
entry."  One  of  the  definitions  of  ^  claim'  given  by  Bouvier  is,  "  The 
possession  of  a  settler  ux)on  the  wild  lands  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States;  the  lands  which  such  settler  holds  possession  of.''  (See 
Bouv.  Law  Diet,  word  claim.)  The  claims  made  by  these  townsite 
claimants  come  literally  under  this  definition.  Their  claims  originated 
prior  to  these  final  entries,  and  were  adverse  to  them  within  the  letter 
as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  act. 

It  follows  that  said  entries  are  not  confirmed  by  the  seventh  section 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1801.  This  disposes  of  the  first  ground  of  the 
motion. 

In  support  of  the  second  ground  of  the  motion,  it  is  urged  that  the 
Bio  Grande,  Mexico  and  Pacific  Eailroad  company  should  have  been 
allowed  to  purchase,  for  station  purposes,  forty  acres  of  the  land  in 
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oontroversy,  under  its  application  in  the  fall  of  1882,  under  section  21^ 
act  of  March  3, 1871. 

This  question  was  fully  presented  and  careftJly  considered  when  the 
decision  was  made  in  the  case.  There  is  nothing  new  suggested  in  the 
argument  of  counsel  nor  by  way  of  authority  in  support  of  this  ground 
of  the  motion,  therefore,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  review.  Fort 
Brooke  Military  Beservation  (3  L.  D.,  556)  j  Ghas.  W.  McKallor  (9  L. 
D.,  580) ;  Pike  v.  Atkinson  (12  L.  D.^  226).  For  the  foregoing  reasons 
the  motion  is  denied. 


BAILBOAB  GRANT— WrTHDRAWAL-SETTLEMENT. 

Abd  f).  MissouBi,  Eansas  and  Texas  Bt.  Go. 

No  rights  either^  legal  or  equitable,  as  against  a  railroad  grant,  are  acquired  by  set- 
tlement upon  lands  withdrawn  by  exeontive  order  for  the  benefit  of  snch  grant. 

Becretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  LcmA  Office^  April 

Uy  1892. 

John  Ard  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  December  4, 1890,  re- 
jecting bis  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  N.  W.  ^  of  sec- 
tion 11,  T.  26  B.,  B.  20  E.,  Topeka  land  district,  Kansas. 

The  tract  lies  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  of  Jnly  25, 
1863  (12  Stat.  772),  for  the  beneiit  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas 
Bailroad  Company.  Withdrawal  was  ordered  by  your  office  on  March 
19, 1867.  The  company  selected  the  tract  August  8, 1872;  and,  there 
appearing  no  adverse  claims  thereto,  it  was  certified  to  the  State  for  the 
benefit  of  said  company,  on  April  10, 1873. 

Ard  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  on  September  19, 1887.  His 
application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  and  he  appealed  to  you; 
and  from  your  rejection  he  now  appeals  to  the  Department,  upon  ten 
different  allegations  of  error,  the  substance  of  the  same  being  that  the 
withdrawal,  the  selection,  and  the  certification,  were  all  illegal  and  void. 
The  only  allegation  to  which  any  weight  could  possibly  be  attached  is 
that  of  priority  of  right  in  view  of  the  date  of  his  settlement.  He  al- 
leges, and  files  affidavits  to  prove,  that  he  "  settled  upon  and  improved 
said  tract  about  March,  1870.^ 

By  a  comparison  of  dates  it  will  be  seen  that  settlement  is  alleged 
prior  to  the  date  of  selection  and  certification,  but  after  the  date  of 
withdrawal.  The  question  in  issue,  then,  is  whether  any  right  was 
acquired  as  against  the  railroad  by  settlement  upon  the  tract  after  its 
withdrawal  t 

The  withdrawal  in  the  case  of  this  railroad  was  an  executive  with- 
drawal— not  directed  by  the  granting  act.  In  this  respect  it  was  simi- 
lar to  that  in  the  case  of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha 
14561— VOL  14 ^24 
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Bailway^  wherein  the  grantmg  acts^  of  Jime  3, 1856  (11  Stat.,  20),  and 
of  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  66),  contain  no  provisions  for  withdrawal  of 
indemnity  lauds,  but  an  executive  withdrawal  was  nevertheless  made. 
In  the  case  of  Shire  against  said  company  (10  L.  D.,  85),  it  was  held 
that  no  rights,  eitlier  legal  or  equitable,  as  against  a  railroad  grant,  are 
acquired  by  settlement  upon  lands  withdrawn  by  executive  order  for 
the  benefit  of  such  grant.  In  the  departmental  instructions  relative  to 
the  restoration  and  disposition  of  fands  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of 
said  company,  dated  March  11, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  260),  this  doctrine  was 
re-affirmed.  It  applies  equally  and  directly  to  the  case  now  under  con- 
sideration. 

The  recent  decision  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Oourt  in  the  case 
of  the  United  States  v.  The  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Railway  Com- 
pany (141  U.  S-.,  358)  has  no  direct  application  to  the  case  at  bar,  inas- 
much as  it  involved  (1)  only  even  numbered  sections;  (2)  it  expressly 
avoids  determining  the  rights  of  any  settlers  excepting  those  ^^  whose 
rights  attached  prior  to  the  withdrawal  of  1867  ^  (page  379). 

In  view  of  the  facts  set  fDrth,  I  concur  in  your  coHdusion  that  the 
tract  described  is  not  properly  subject  to  entry,  and  affirm  your  deci- 
sion rejecting  the  application  to  enter. 


application— regulations  op  locai/  ofpicb. 

Beubbn  G.  Eppleb. 

An  order  of  procedure,  adopted  by  the  local  office  regulating  the  presentation  of  ap- 
plications on  the  opening  of  public  lands  to  entry,  is  conclasive  upon  parties 
taking  action  thereunder  without  protest. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April  9y 

1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  you  bearing  date  January  20, 1892,  in 
which  you  say : 

I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  what  purports  to  be  a  petition  in  certiorari 
in  the  case  of  Reuben  G.  Eppler,  asking  that  an  order  be  granted  by  yon  directing 
the  register  at  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  Territory,  to  receive,  act  upon,  and  place 
of  record  a  soldier's  declaratory  statement  made  by  said  Eppler. 

You  conclude  your  letter  by  saying: 

Ab  there  appears  to  be  no  rule  of  practice  governing  the  disposition  of  such  a  peti- 
tion, and  as  it  is  addressed  to  you,  the  papers  are  transmitted  for  your  consideration. 
The  matter  has  never  been  before  this  office  for  adjudication. 

In  the  case  of  Wood  t?.  Goodwin  (10  L.  D,,  689),  it  was  said: 

While  the  rules  of  practice  provide  for  certiorari  only  in  oases  whore  the  General 
Laud  Office  denies  the  right  of  appeal,  yet  the  Secretary  has  the  power  and  au- 
thority to  issue  the  writ  to  the  local  officers  in  a  ease  that  oalls  for  such  action. 
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The  case  also  held  that  ^'certiorari  will  not  lie  to  review  an  inter- 
locatory  order  of  the  local  office  where  the  ordinary  methods  of  pro- 
cedure aflFord  relief." 

In  his  petition  in  the  case  at  bar^  and  in  the  affidavits  which  accom- 
pany it^  it  is  alleged  by  Eppler  that  an  application  to  make  soldier's 
declaratory  statement  in  his  favor,  for  the  NE.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  9  N.,  B. 
3  W.,  was  made  at  the  Oklahoma  land  office,  on  the  22d  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1891,  a  few  seconds  after  12  o'clock  noon^  by  his  duly  author- 
ized agent;  that  the  lawful  fees  accompanied  such  application,  being 
attached  thereto,  at  the  request  of  the  local  officers,  in  order  to  facili- 
tate business;  that  the  register  refused  to  receive  said  application,  or 
to  endorse  his  reasons  for  such  refusal  thereon,  as  required  by  rule  66 
of  Eules  of  Practice;  that  on  the  23d  day  of  September,  1891,  which 
was  the  day  after  the  local  officers  had  refused  to  receive  said  applica- 
tion, he  caused  to  be  filed  with  said  officers  an  appeal  from  their  action 
in  refusing  to  receive  the  same,  which  appeal  the  said  officers  also  re- 
fused to  receive,  but  returned  the  same  by  mail  to  his  agent  who  had 
filed  it. 

The  circumstances  connected  with  the  transaction  are  detailed  by 

James  M.  McCamack,  the  agent  acting  in  the  matter  for  said  Eppler, 
as  follows: 

On  the  22d  day  of  September,  1891,  and  prior  to  the  honr  of  12  o'olook  noon  of  said 
day,  affiant  wae  at  the  entrance  of  the  U.  S.  land  office  at  Oklahoma  City,  in  waiting 
for  the  same  to  open  at  said  honr,  and  that  many  others  were  there  at  that  time  for 
that  purpose,  that  while  affiant  was  so  in  waiting  there,  the  Hon.  John  H.  Bur  ford, 
register,  appeared  and  addressing  the  people  there  assembled  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  when  the  hour  for  filing  arrived  no  person  would  be  aUowcd  to  file  more 
than  two  applications  of  any  kind  at  one  time.  Affiant  further  saith  that  at  the 
hour  of  12  o'clock  noon  on  said  day,  affiant  was  admitted  to  the  land  office  and  pro- 
ceeded directly  to  the  filing  window,  being  the  first  to  reach  the  same,  that  he  there 
found  the  honorable  register  in  charge,  and  affiant  at  once  presented  to  him  for  filing 
two  applications  which  affiant  had  in  his  hand,  which  applications  were  received, 
and  some  endorsement  or  numbering  placed  upon  them  by  the  register.  That  upon 
so  delivering  said  applications  as  aforesaid  or  directly  thereafter,  affiant  addressed 
the  register,  asking  him  in  substance  whether  he  would  be  allowed  to  file  any  other 
papers  at  that  time,  and  stated  I  have  some  more  here  I  want  to  file,  and  at  about 
the  same  time  took  into  his  hand  from  his  pocket  thres  soldier's  declaratory  applica- 
tions, one  of  the  same  being  Eppler's,  and  presented  said  three  applications  to  the 
register,  to  which  tender  the  register  made  reply  immediately :  "  I  will  not  receive  them 
now,  pass  right  along  out,''  or  words  in  substance  the  same.  That  thereupon  affiant 
passed  from  said  window,  taking  with  him  the  three. applications  so  presented  as 
aforesaid. 

On  the  13th  of  October,  1891,  the  register  and  receiver  united  in  a 
eommonication  addressed  to  you,  in  which  they  explaiDed  their  pro* 
eeedings  of  September  22.  They  state  that  prior  to  12  o'clock  noon  of 
that  day,  about  three  hundred  people  cotgregated  on  the  street  and 
sidewaU:  at  the  entrance  to  the  stairway  leading  to  their  ofQce,  with  the 
avowed  purpose  of  filing  upon  land  opened  to  settlement  that  day. 
Bach  was  striving  to  be  the  first  one  into  the  ofice  after  12  o'clock,  and 
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yiolence  and  bloodshed  was  feared.  The  mayor  and  police  force  was 
called  npon  to  preserve  order,  and  by  the  combined  efforts  of  the  local 
land  officers,  and  the  peace  officers,  an  orderly  procession  was  arranged. 
It  being  currently  reported  that  those  at  the  head  of  the  line  and  near- 
est to  the  entrance,  had  in  their  possession  to  offer  for  filing  large  num- 
bers of  declaratory  statements,  the  local  officers,  after  consoltation,  and 
in  order  to  quiet  disorder  and  bring  about  peace,  announced  to  the  wait- 
ing crowd  that  no  person  would  be  allowed  to  make  more  than  two  fil- 
ings until  he  should  retire  to  the  rear  of  the  line  and  come  to  the  desk 
again  in  his  turn.  This  announcement,  the  officers  say,  met  with  a 
hearty  approval,  and  not  a  protest  or  dissent  was,  at  the  time,  made. 
They  add :  Its  effect  was  what  we  anticipated,  to  quiet  the  murmurings, 
and  bring  about  good  feeling.  In  reference  to  Eppler's  application  they 
say: 

McCaniack  was  the  head  maa  in  the  line,  and  was  the  first  one  to  reach  the  filing 
desk,  after  12  o'clock.  He  presented  as  agent  two  S.  D.  S.,  which  were  both  accepted 
and  filed.  He  then  said  to  the  register,  ''Can  I  file  any  more  nowf  The  register 
answered,  ''Not  until  yon  are  reached  again;  pass  on  to  the  receiyer's  window  and 
pay  yonr  money.''  He  answered,  "I  have  some  more  here  I  want  to  file."  He  then 
passed  on  to  the  receiver's  window  and  paid  for  the  two  he  had  filed  and  passed  oat 
without  farther  action  or  protest.  The  application  filed  with  the  appeal  was  never 
formerly  presented  to  the  register,  or  to  any  one  else  in  the  office.  It  was  never  re- 
jected or  refused.  In  fact  the  said  agent,  by  his  acts  and  conduct,  acquiesced  in 
the  rule  established  without  protest.  He  made  no  tender  of  fees  to  the  receiver  at 
that  or  any  other  time,  and  asked  for  no  action  on  the  application,  until  presented 
with  his  appeal. 

The  local  ofiicers  also  state  that  had  McCamack  gone  to  the  rear  of 
the  line,  he  would  have  reached  the  window  again  by  1 :30  o'clock  on 
the  afternoon  of  September  22,  as  all  were  waited  on  inside  of  two 
hours,  and  some  of  them  came  to  the  desk  and  returned  to  rear  of  line 
as  many  as  six  to  eight  times,  filing  at  each  time.  They  add  that  the 
land  in  question  was  not  filed  for  until  the  25th  of  September,  when 
Samuel  D.  Wagoner  made  homestead  entry  No.  856  for  said  tract. 

The  local  officers  admit  that  they  had  no  authority  to  make  the  rule 
to  allow  only  two  filings  by  each  individual,  when  he  first  came  to  the 
register's  desk,  but  say  that  they  regarded  it  as  an  emergency  measure, 
and  justified  by  the  circumstances  and  "  are  yet  firmly  of  the  conviction 
that  it  prevented  violence,  disorder  and  probably  bloodshed." 

The  rule  seems  to  have  been  acquiesced  in  by  every  person  present 
when  it  was  announced,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  McCarnack  pro- 
tested ap:ainst  it  when  he  was  before  the  register  presenting  his  filings, 
or  that  any  person  objected  to  its  enforcement  during  the  entire  after- 
noon. Those  who  took  part  in  the  proceedings  that  day,  without  pro- 
test, I  think  were  estopped  from  afterwards  raising  objections  to  the 
regularity  of  the  proceeding. 

The  local  officers  state  positively  that  the  application  of  Eppler  was 
not  presented  to  them,  nor  rctjected  by  them  on  the  22d  of  September, 
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1891,  nor  was  it  presented  to  them  at  any  other  time^  nntU  it  came  into 
the  office  with  the  pretended  appeal  on  the  23d.  It  does  not  appear 
that  at  this  time  it  was  presented  with  a  yiew  of  having  it  acted  upon 
by  the  local  officers,  by  an  acceptance  or  rejection,  bat  simply  as  a  part 
of  an  appeal  from  their  action  of  the  preyions  day. 

The  transaction  on  the  22d,  as  detailed  by  McGamack,  does  not  show 
that  the  local  officers  were  requested  to,  or  even  had  an  opportunity  to 
comply  with  the  role  laid  dowiiL  in  Ms^iin  v.  Ghappell  (4  L.  D.,  350), 
which  says  that  ^'on  the  presentation  of  an  application  for  public  land, 
the  local  office,  in  the  event  of  not  accepting  the  same,  should  duly 
endorse  upon  such  application  the  reason  for  such  action,  and  note  upon 
the  record  a  memorandum  of  the  transaction."  He  seems  to  have  made 
an  offer  to  present  it,  in  bulk,  with  several  others,  but  not  to  have  pre- 
sented it  in  a  formal  manner. 

I  have  detailed  the  facts  and  cincumstances  of  the  case  at  considera- 
ble  lengthy  and  I  find  nothing  therein  to  call  upon  me  to  exercise  the 
power  and  authority  mentioned  in  Wood  v.  Goodwin,  supra^  or  to  <^  make 
an  order  directing  the  register  of  the  United  States  land  office  at  Okla- 
homa Gity,  to  receive,  act  upon,  and  place  of  record  the  petitioner's  ap- 
plication to  make  or  file  a  soldier's  declatory  statement  for  the  above 
named  tract, "  and  the  application  for  such  order  is  therefore  denied. 


CONTEST-DISMISSAL-BEINflTATE&aBNT— PBBFEBBKCE  BIGHT. 

Jones  et.al.  t?.  Inheldeb. 

A  oonteet  shoald  be  re-uistated  where  it  is  dismissed  on  the  order  of  the  oontestanf  s 
attorney  withoat  the  authority  or  consent  of  the  contestant. 

The  preference  right  of  such  contestant  will  not  be  defeated  though  the  entry  is  can- 
celed on  the  snbseqaent  contest  of  another,  where  proceedings  therein  are  allowed 
subject  to  the  re-instatement  of  the  first  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  12j  1892. 

This  apx>eal  involves  solely  the  preference  right  of  entry  of  the  8.  J 
of  the  NB.  i  and  the  N.  i  of  the  8E.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  29,  B.  46,  Chadron^ 
]^ebraska,  which  was  foi'merly  embraced  in  the  timber-cnltnre  entry  of 
Christian  Inhelder. 

A  contest  was  filed  against  said  entry  by  Eichard  Jones,  upon  which 
notice  issued,  and  March  30, 1888,  was  fixed  for  the  trial. 

On  March  20, 1888,  E.  F.  Milford,  the  attorney  of  Jones,  dismissed 
said  contest,  and  on  May  23, 1888,  he  filed  a  contest  for  Henry  Schmidt 
against  said  entry,  upon  the  same  grounds  as  were  set  forth  in  the  con- 
test of  Jones. 

June  1, 1888,  Jones  filed  a  motion  to  have  his  contest  re-instated,  and 
filed  in  support  of  said  motion  an  affidavit  stating  that  he  filed  his  con« 
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test  in  good  faith,  and  paid  Us  attorney  the  fee  and  expenses  for  con- 
ducting said  contest,  and  that  said  attorney,  ¥rithoat  the  authority  or 
consent  of  affiant,  dismissed  his  contest  and  procured  other  parties  to 
file  one  for  said  land. 

On  February  18, 1890,  you  retomed  said  application  to  the  local  offi- 
cers, and  directed  them  to  proceed  to  a  hearing  in  the  case  of  Schmidt  v, 
Inhelder,  and  to  allow  Jones  to  appear  at  the  same  time  and  submit 
testimony  on  the  allegations  set  forth  in  his  motion  for  re-instatement^ 
in  order  that  it  might  be  determined  which  contestant  is  entitled  to  the 
preference  right,  in  the  ev^it  the  entry  should  be  canceled. 

On  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing,  Jones  and  Schmidt  both  appeared 
and  submitted  evidence,  but  the  defendant  was  in  default,  and  there- 
upon the  local  officers  held  his  entry  for  cancellation  and  awarded  the 
preference  right  to  Jones. 

Upon  the  appeal  of  Schmidt,  you  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  offi- 
cers awarding  the  preference  right  to  Jones  and  canceled  the  entry  of 
Inhelder,  he  having  failed  to  appeal  firom  the  decision  of  the  local  offi- 
cers. 

From  this  decision  Schmidt  appealed,  alleging  error  in  awarding  the 
preference  right  to  Jones,  for  the  reason  that  his  contest  was  com- 
menced in  good  faith,  and  the  entry  was  canceled  upon  said  contest,  at 
the  trial  of  which  he  furnished  the  testimony.  He  farther  insists  that, 
as  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  contest  of  Jones,  he  should  not  be  made 
to  su£G&r  by  reason  of  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  Milford  toward  Ms 
client. 

Attached  to  said  motion  is  an  affidavit  by  B.  F.  Milford,  stating  that 
^<at  the  time  he  agreed  to  obtain  said  land  for  said  Schmidt  he  did  not 
tell  Schmidt  of  Jones'  contest,"  but  he  does  not  deny  in  any  particular 
the  charge  of  his  fraudulent  conduct  in  dismissing  the  contest  of  Jones 
without  his  authority  and  consent,  after  having  accepted  from  him  the 
fees  and  expenses  to  conduct  said  contest. 

Jones'  contest  should  have  been  re-instated  and  the  trial  should  have 
proceeded  upon  that  contest,  but  the  irregularity  in  directing  that  the 
trial  proceed  upon  the  contest  of  Schmidt  should  not  afiect  the  rights 
of  Jones,  especially  as  Schmidt  proceeded  with  his  contest  with  fhll 
notice  that  Jones  would  be  allowed  to  submit  testimony  in  support  of 
the  allegations  set  forth  in  his  motion  to  re-instate  in  order  to  deter- 
mine who  was  entitled  to  preference  right  of  entry. 

Your  decision  canceling  the  entry  of  Inhelder  and  awarding  the 
preference  right  to  Jones  is  affirmed. 
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PATENTED  IiANl>-SURVBY— ACCBBTION. 

Gleason  V.  Pent. 

The  disposal  of  land  that  is  bounded  by  a  water  line^  as  shown  by  the  official  snr- 
veyoonveys  to  the  patentee  a  riparian  right,  inclading  snbseqaent  accretions. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  X^,  ld9JS. 

This  case  involves  40.50  acres  in  the  Gainesville,  Florida,  land  dis- 
trict, hereinafter  more  particularly  described. 

On  April  4, 1870,  W.  H.  Gleason  made  homestead  entry  for  164.84 
acres,  that  is,  lots  1  and  2,  which  comprised  all  of  fractional  Sec;  19,  T. 
53  S.,  R.  42  E.,  in  said  district,  as  shown  by  the  survey  approved  Au- 
gust 1, 1845.  On  January  12, 1877,  he  made  final  entry  therefor.  Upon 
said  entry  patent  was  issued  June  24, 1878.  Ui)on  a  new  survey  of 
said  township  approved  February  1,  1875,  the  subdivisions  of  said  sec- 
tion were  changed.  Of  these  last  subdivisions  lot  2  or  the  KB.  J  of  the 
NW.  J  of  said  section,  is  the  tract  in  controversy. 

On  January  18, 1890,  Edward  C.  Pent  made  application  to  home- 
stead said  lot,  which  was  rejected  at  the  local  office  tor  conflict  with 
the  Gleason  entry  and  patent.  XJi)on  his  appeal,  you,  by  decision 
dated  June  11, 1890,  directed  that  if  qualified,  he  should  be  allowed  to 
enter  the  said  tract. 

On  February  25, 1891,  an  appeal  from  your  said  decision  was  filed 
by  W.  H.  H.  Gleason,  who  swears  that  on  June  24, 1884,  he  "  in  good 
faith "  purchased  land  embraced  in  the  entry  of  W.  H.  Gleason,  and 
that  he  was  without  notice  of  your  action  allowing  Pent's  entry  until 
Pecember  29, 1890. 

By  letter  of  transmittal,  dated  March  4, 1891,  you  transmitted  the 
record  upon  such  appeal.  By  letter  dated  April  26, 1891,  you  forwarded 
for  consideration  with  said  appeal  the  proof  (against  which  Gleason 
protested)  and  other  papers  relating  to  the  cash  entry  made  January 
26, 1891,  by  Pent  for  said  lot  2,  and  by  letter  dated  April  30, 1891,  you 
likewise  transmitted  Gloason's  appeal  to  you  from  the  allowance  at  the 
local  office  of  such  cash  entry. 

By  the  survey  of  1845  the  eastern  boundary  of  said  fractional  section 
19,  was  shown  to  be  the  water  line  of  Biscayne  bay,  a  navigable  arm  of 
the  Atlantic  ocean. 

By  the  survey  of  1875,  such  boundary  is  shown  to  have  shifted  east- 
ward to  a  considerable  extent. 

The  said  lot  2,  to  wit,  the  tract  here  in  question,  is  contiguous  to  the 
land  originally  entered  by  the  patentee,  and  lies  between  the  different 
boundaries  indicated  by  said  surveys. 

The  appellant  claims  said  lot  as  accretion  to  the  land  patented  to  his 
grantor. 
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It  is  J I  think,  manifest  from  an  inspection  of  the  official  copies  of  said 
snrveys  filed  by  counsel,  that  the  enlargement  of  said  section  19,  is  the 
result  of  fi^radual  and  imperceptible  tidal  action  during  the  period  of 
almost  thirty  years  that  elapsed  between  the  approval  of  the  survey  of 
1845  and  that  of  1875.  It  is  therefore,  I  think,  only  necessary  for  me 
to  refer  to  the  ruling  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Jefferis  v.  The 
East  Omaha  Land  Go.  (134  IT.  S.,  178)  (one  of  the  numerous  authori- 
ties cited  in  the  brief  by  appellant's  counsel)  which,  in  my  opinion,  con- 
trols the  present  question.  In  that  case  the  court,  following  the  doc- 
trine of  the  English  cases,  defined  accretion  to  be — 

AxL  addition  to  land  coteiminoaa  with  the  water,  which  is  formed  so  slowly  that 
its  progress  cannot  be  perceived,  and  does  not  admit  of  the  yiew  that,  in  order  to  be 
accretion,  the  formation  mnst  be  one  not  discernible  by  comparison  at  two  distinct 
points  of  time. 

The  public  surveys  are  the  official  description  by  which  the  public 
lands  are  disposed  of  by  the  government.  When,  therefore,  the  pat- 
entee made  his  original  entry,  the  then  official  survey  of  1845  was  as 
claimed  by  counsel,  an  ^<  assurance  of  the  proprietor  that  a  riparian 
estate  was  for  sale.^ 

Such  entry  was  a  segregation  and  a  disposal  of  the  land  in  accord- 
ance with  that  survey,  and  rights  thereby  acquired,  could  not  be  im- 
paired by  the  subsequent  survey  of  1875. 

The  patent  under  which  the  appellant  claims  being  based  ux>on  such 
original  entry,  took  effect  as  of  its  date  and  conveyed  the  riparian  es- 
tate described  by  the  first  survey. 

That  riparian  owners  are  entitled  to  such  accretion  as  that  now  under 
consideration,  is  too  well  settled  for  serious  discussion.  In  the  case  of 
Jefioris  v.  The  Land  Co.,  sypra^  it  was  held  that — 

Where  a  water  line  is  the  boundary  of  a  given  lot,  that  line,  no  matter  how  it 
shifts,  remains  the  boundary ;  and  a  deed  describing  the  lot  by  its  number  conveys 
the  land  up  to  such  shifting  water  line;  so  that,  in  the  view  of  accretion,  the  water 
line,  if  named  as  the  boundary,  continues  to  be  the  boundary^  and  a  deed  of  the  lot 
carries  all  the  land  up  to  the  water  line. 

As  heretofore  stated  the  patent  through  which  the  appellant  claims, 
conveyed  the  whole  of  said  fractional  section  as  described  in  said  first 
survey,  whereby  the  boundary  was  shown  to  be  the  water  line  referred 
to.  It  follows  under  the  authority  cited,  that  it  must  convey  the  land 
embraced  within  such  boundary  as  extended  by  the  second  survey. 

I  must,  accordiogly  find  that  the  appellant  W.  H.  H,  Gleason  as 
owner  of  the  patent  hereinbefore  mentioned,  is  entitled  to  the  lot  in 
question,  as  accretion  to  the  laud  described  in  said  patent. 

Your  decision  of  June  11,  1890,  allowing  Pent's  application  to  enter 
is  reveised,  and  you  are  accordingly,  directed  to  cancel  his  cash  entry 
for  the  said  lot  2, 
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]>OirBLi:  Mn^IMUM  LAKIX-AGHICtrLTUBAL  COLLEGE  SCRIP. 

Michael  Dalton. 

The  eyen  nnmbered  seotions  within  the  granted  limits  of  the  Northern  Paoifio  became 
double  minimTim  when  the  line  of  general  rente  was  fixed. 

The  agrionltnral  college  scrip  issned  nnder  the  act  of  Jnly  2,  1862,  is  on  the  basis  of 
a  single  minimum  grant,  and  must  be  so  computed  in  the  location  of  double 
minimum  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Ohandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  12, 1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  B.  ^  'K&.  ^,  and  lots  1,  5  and 
6,  Sec.  32,  T.  139,  B.  41,  Grookston,  Minnesota,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  Michael  Dalton  located  said  land  containing 
178.65  acres,  with  agricultural  coHege  scrip,  No.  317,  State  of  Arkan- 
sas, March  20, 1873.  In  his  final  proof  submitted  on  said  day,  it  is 
shown  that  he  made  settlement  on  said  land  October  9, 1870. 

It  seems  that  by  letter  of  December  23, 1873,  the  entry  was  suspended 
and  Dalton  was  required  to  make  an  additional  payment  of  $1.25  per 
acre  for  the  reason  that  said  land  had  been  increased  to  double  mini- 
mum price  August  13, 1870.  Apparently  no  attention  was  paid  to  this, 
and  by  letter  of  January  20, 1876,  you  instructed  the  local  officers  as 
follows: 

Ton  are  now  adyised  that  said  entry  is  held  for  canceUation,  with  sixty  days  for 
appeal^  Mr.  Dalton  may,  however,  if  he  so  desires,  within  said  sixty  days,  make  the 
additional  payment  of  $1.25  per  acre,  or  elect  to  retain  one  half  of  the  land  embraced 
in  his  entry,  upon  which  his  improvements  are  sitaated,  retaining  in  such  selection 
regular  legal  subdivisions,  which  entry  wiU  be  approved  as  to  said  selection,  and 
canceled  as  to  the  residue. 

From  this  decision  claimant  appealed,  assigniug  error  as  follows: 

First.  By  the  act  of  Congress  dated  July  2, 1864,  the  grant  of  lands  made  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  did  not  vest  until  tiie  definite  location  of  said 
road,  which  was  not  until  November  21, 1871. 

Second.  That,  until  said  date,  the  even  numbered  sections  remained  at  the  mini- 
mum price  of  $1.25  per  acre. 

Third.  Appellant  made  settlement  prior  to  said  21st  day  of  November,  1871. 

Through  an  inadvertence  in  your  office  the  case  has  remained  there 
until  recently  called  up  by  one  Calvin  P.  Bailey,  who  claims  to  have 
purchased  the  land  from  Dalton  in  1877. 

The  land  in  controversy  is  an  even  numbered  section  within  the 
granted  limits  of  the  Korthem  Pacific  Railroad  Company.  Section  6 
of  the  granting  act  (July  2, 1864, 13  Stat.  365),  provided  for  the  survey 
of  the  lands  for  forty  miles  in  width  on  each  side  of  the  road  after  the 
general  route  shall  have  been  fixed  j  that  the  odd  numbered  sections 
should  not  be  subject  to  sale  by  the  government  thereafter;  that  the 
even  numbered  sections  should  be  subject  to  settlement  and  sale  as 
provided  by  law,  and  then  specially  provides :  "And  the  reserved  alter* 
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nate  sections  shall  not  be  sold  by  the  govemment  at  a  price  leas  fhaii 
$2.50  per  acre,  when  offered  for  sale.'' 

<<The  reserved  alternate  sections"  named  in  the  statate  refer  to  the 
even  numbered  sections  open  for  settlement  and  sale  by  the  govem- 
ment. 

IN^ow  the  general  rente  of  the  road  was  fixed  August  13, 1870,  hence 
tiiiis  land  became  ^^  double  minimum  price,"  or  $2.60  per  acre,  at  that 
date. 

The  act  creating  this  scrip  (July  2,  1862,  12  Stat.,  503),  section  5, 
provides,  '^  that  the  grant  of  land  and  land  scrip  hereby  authorized 
shall  be  made  on  the  following  conditions;"  and  the  fifth  condition  is: 

When  lands  BhaU  be  selected  from  those  which  haye  been  raised  to  doable  min- 
imum price,  in  consequence  of  lailroad  grants,  they  shall  be  computed  to  the  states 
at  the  maximum  price,  and  the  number  of  acres  proportionately  diminished. 

In  view  of  the  legislation  upon  this  subject,  there  certainly  ought  to 
be  no  question  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  ord^  above  quoted.  (See 
State  of  Kansas,  5  L.  D.,  243). 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  but  inasmuch  as  the  original 
entryman  seems  to  have  transferred  the  Ismd  you  will  cause  notice  to 
be  served  on  the  transferee  requiring  him  wittiin  the  x)eriod  mentioned 
in  the  order,  to  comply  therewith  upon  production  of  satisfactory  evi- 
dence to  the  local  officers  that  he  is  entitled  thereto. 


BATLnOAB  6BANT— INDBMNITT  SEIiBGTIOK-SirmJfiMBNT. 

NoBTHEBN  Pacific  B.  B.  Oo.  v.  Andebbon. 

The  departmental  order  of  May  28, 1883,  relieving  the  Northern  Paoiflc  Company 
irom  the  necessity  of  specifying  the  basis  of  indemnity  selections,  does  not  con- 
template the  selection  of  lands  subject  to  settlement  without  designating  tiie 
basis  therefor,  bnt  is  applicable  only  to  lands  protected  by  withdrawal. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Offiee^  April  12^ 

1892. 

This  record  presents  the  appeal  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company  from  your  action  rejecting  its  claim  to  the  SW.  J  NE.  J,  SE, 
J  NW.  i,  and  W.  J  SE.  i,  Sec.  1,  T.  129  K,  E.  36  W.,  Saint  Cloud,  Min- 
nesota,  and  holding  for  approval  Gustaf  Anderson's  homestead  entry 
for  the  said  tracts. 

The  tracts  named  were  embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of  Samuel 
G.  Header,  made  April  16, 1868,  and  canceled  August  19, 1876.  They 
were  also  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  ordered  December  26, 
1871,  and  received  at  the  local  office  January  10, 1872,  for  the  benefit  oif 
the  grant  to  said  company.    On  August  2, 1883,  the  company  applied 
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to  select  the  same.  This  application  was  rejected  at  the  local  office  and 
the  company  appealed.  On  October  12, 1883,  Anderson  made  home- 
stead entry  for  said  tracts  and  final  entry  th^efor,  May  17, 1890. 

By  decision  of  September  9, 1890,  yon  stated  that  the  company's  ap- 
I^cation  to  select  was  made  December  29, 1883.  y  on  accordingly  found 
that  the  land,  having  been  excepted  from  the  grant  by  the  Meader  en- 
try, it  was,  on  October  12, 1883,  the  date  of  Anderson's  original  entry, 
properly  subject  thereto.  Yon  therefore  held  Anderson's  final  entry  for 
approval.  On  October  27, 1890,  the  company  called  yonr  attention  tj> 
the  fact  that  its  said  application  to  select  was  made  August  2,  as  well 
as  December  29, 1883,  and  asked  that  you  sustain  its  appeal  from  the 
said  rejection  of  its  application  to  select.  Against  this  a  protest  was 
filed  by  the  attorney  for  Anderson.  Thereupon  by  letter  dated  Decem- 
ber 5, 1890,  you  held  in  effect  that  notwithstanding  the  priority  of  its 
application  to  select,  the  company  could  thereby  acquire  no  right  l)e- 
caase  of  its  failure  to  specify  the  particular  loss  for  which  the  land  was 
sought  as  indemnity.  You  accordingly  adhered  to  your  former  decis- 
ion, and  allowed  the  company  the  right  to  appeal  within  sixty  days. 

Thereupon  the  company  filed  its  pending  appeal. 

The  material  matter  urged  in  behalf  of  this  appeal  is  that  the  com- 
pany's application  of  August  2, 1883,  should  have  been  allowed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  departmental  instruction  of  May  28, 1883.  By 
these  instructions,  which  were  issued  "  to  open  for  settlement  as  speed- 
ily as  possible  all  the  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  to 
the  Northern  Pacific  Company"  the  local  officers  were  instructed  to 
note  all  selections  free  from  conflict  and  forward  the  same  for  final  ex- 
amination, "leaving  the  ascertainment  of  the  lands  lost  in  place,  to 
your  office,  instead  of  requiring  preliminary  lists  of  such  lost  lands,  to- 
gether with  the  indemnity  lands,  tract  for  .tract,  from  the  company,  as 
heretofore." 

The  precise  question  thus  presented  was,  as  you  have  well  held,  dis- 
posed of  adversely  to  the  appellant  by  the  decision  in  the  similar  case 
of  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  Company  v.  John  C.  Miller,  on  review, 
(11  L.  D.,  428)  wherein  it  was  held  that  the — 

The  departmeutal  order  of  May  28,  1883,  did  not  contemplate  the  selection  of  lands 
subject  to  settlement  without  designating  the  basis  therefor,  but  was  applicable 
only  to  such  lands  as  were  protected  by  withdrawal. 

The  land  involved  was,  by  the  Meader  entry,  excepted  from  the  said 
withdrawal.  It  being  therefore  open  to  settlement  it  could,  under  the 
ruling  ci^ed,  not  be  selected  by  the  company  without  a  specific  desig- 
nation of  loss.  The  company  having  failed  to  make  such  designation^ 
its  application  of  August  2,  1883,  was  of  no  effect.  It  follows  that  at 
the  date  of  Anderson's  original  entry,  that  is,  October  12, 1883,  the 
land  was  vacant  and  that  such  entry  was  properly  allowed.  The  rec- 
ord showing  that  Anderson  has  complied  with  the  law,  his  final  entry 
must  be  sustained.    Your  judgment  is  accordingly  hereby  affirmed. 
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PBACnCE-MOTIOX  TO  DISMISS-^BDBB  OF  JANTJABT  17,  1891« 

Ammund  Pedebson  bt  al. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  under  the  order  of  January  17, 1891|  mnst  be  snstftlned  where  It 
appears  that  the  Department  is  withoat  jurisdiction,  patent  having  iasiied  for 
the  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  13y  1892. 

On  l^ovember  27, 1883,  Ammund  Pederson  made  homestead  entry  No. 
26,217,  for  the  N.  J  of  the  S.  W.  J  of  section  20,  T.  104,  N.  B,  52  W., 
Mitchell,  South  Dakota. 

He  submitted  proof  and  received  a  final  certificate  on  February  17, 
1887.  You  rejected  the  proof  and  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  on 
February  25, 1887,  and  no  appeal  being  taken  from  said  action  on  Oc- 
tober 14, 1887,  you  canceled  said  entry.  On  December  10, 1887,  follow- 
ing, John  Albertson  made  homestead  entrj  No.  28,536  for  said  tract 
and  upon  making  proof  received  a  final  certificate  on  September  9, 1889, 
and  on  October  24, 1890,  a  patent  was  issued  on  said  certificate. 

On  March  27, 1891,  Frederick  T.  Day  claiming  to  have  a  mortgage 
on  said  tract  executed  by  Pederson,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $300.00 
which  amount  is  unpaid,  filed  his  application  asking  that  Pederson's 
entry  be  re-instated  and  approved  for  patent  under  the  7th  section  of 
the  act  approved  March  3, 1891  {2^  Stat.  1095).  You  rejected  the  ap- 
plication on  May  19,  1891,  citing  as  authority  therefor,  the  case  of 
James  Boss  (12  L.  D.  446).  You  also  held  that  you  had  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  matter  because  of  the  issuance  of  the  patent.  Day  has  ap- 
pealed from  your  judgment  to  this  Department  and  on  March  4, 1892, 
John  Albertson  filed  a  motion  here  asking  that  said  case  be  dismissed 
under  the  order  of  January  17,  1891,  (12  L.  D.  64.)  Said  order  is  as 
follows: 

It  is  hereby  ordered  that  until  otherwise  directed,  motions  to  dismiss  pending 
oases,  on  jurisdictional  questions  arising  on  the  record,  may  be  presented,  oraUy  or 
otherwise,  before  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General,  on  the  first  Monday 
in  each  month;  such  motion  to  be  filed  at  least  five  days  previous  to  its  presenta- 
tion, with  ten  days'  notice  thereof  to  the  opposite  party,  where  such  party  is  rep- 
resented by  a  resident  attorney,  and  thirty  days'  where  such  attorney  is  a  non-resi- 
dent. Ten  minutes  to  each  party  will  be  allowed  on  the  presentation  of  such  motion 
orally,  and  no  question  wiU  be  considered  in  any  case  that  involyes  an  examination 
of  the  testimony. 

The  motion  must  be  granted  for  since  a  patent  has  issued  for  the 
land  in  question,  it  is  clear  that  this  Department  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  tract. 

Said  motion  is  accordingly  allowed,  and  the  case  is  dismissed. 
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COirrESTANT-PREFBKENCB  BIGHT  OV  XNTBT. 

Pendleton  v.  Obannis. 

A  (Mmtettant  la  estopped  from  aflsertmg  his  preference  right  as  against  one  vrith 
whom  he  has  Terhally  agreed  to  waive  said  right,  and  thns  induced  said  party  to 
settle  npon  and  improYe  the  land. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerai 

Land  Office^  April  15y  1892. 

In  the  contest  case  of  Jolm  H.  Grannis  v.  Francis  M.  Bathbnn  in- 
volving the  K  B.  i  Sec.  27,  T.  2  K,  E.  48  W,,  the  cash  entry  No.  5131, 
of  the  latter,  made  November  11,  1885,  at  Denver,  Colorado,  was 
ordered  canceled  by  you  on  July  24, 1890  in  accordance  with  depart- 
mental decision  of  June  30,  1890,  (unreported)^  and  Grannis,  if  duly 
qnalified  was  held  to  have  preference  right  to  enter  said  land,  under 
act  of  May  14, 1880,  (21  Stat.,  140),  by  your  letter  of  February  26, 1891. 

On  August  1, 1890,  said  Orannis  applied  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  said  land  and  tendered  the  fees  therefor,  and  the  same  was  held  for 
consideration  by  the  local  officers,  in  view  of  the  application  of  Gran- 
ville Pendleton  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  east  half  of  said  quar- 
ter, and  of  his  protest  against  the  allowance  of  the  application  of  said 
Grannis  to  enter  said  east  half. 

Said  Pendleton's  protest  alleged, 

Ist.  That  said  Grannis  had  waived  his  preference  right  in  and  to  the  east  half  of 
said  northeast  qnarter,  awarded  to  him  as  contestant. 

2nd.  That  said  Pendleton  was  a  settler  on  said  east  half,  had  heen  residing 
thereon,  had  -valnahle  improvements  thereon,  and  was  entitled  to  enter  the  land  on 
the  contestant's  waving  his  preference  right. 

3rd.  That  said  Grannis  desired  to  enter  said  east  half  for  speculative  purposes  and 
with  the  intention  of  taking  advantage  of  the  improvements  made  hj  Pendleton 
thereon. 

A  hearing  was  ordered  tliereon  by  the  local  officers,  for  October  2, 
1890.  On  September  2, 1890,  Grannis  appealed  from  the  action  of  the 
local  officers  in  not  allowing  him  to  exercise  his  preference  right,  and 
in  ordering  said  hearing.  On  September  20, 1890,  said  appeal  was  dis* 
missed  by  the  local  officers  on  motion  of  Pendleton. 

On  petition  in  behalf  of  Grannis  you  directed  by  letter  of  October 
1, 1890,  that  the  papers  in  the  case  be  transmitted  to  your  office. 

By  letter  of  February  26, 1891,  you  dismissed  said  contest  and  di- 
rected that  the  entry  of  Grannis  be  allowed. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  is  now  taken  to  this  Department.  Pen- 
dleton was  one  of  the  attorneys  for  Grannis  in  his  contest  with  Bath- 
bun  and  submits  an  affidavit  alleging  that  in  the  fall  of  1887,  it  was 
verbally  agreed  between  him  and  said  Grannis  that  Pendleton  on  ac- 
count of  his  fees  and  disbursements  in  that  contest,  should  settle  upon 
and  improve  said  east  half  of  the  land  in  dispute,  the  said  Grannis 
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waiying  his  right  thereto,  and  in  consequence  of  said  agreement  he 
(Pendleton)  has  settled  npon  said  east  half,  bmlt  a  house  ihereon,  and 
made  other  improyements  to  the  value  of  $700,  and  has  resided  there 
with  his  family  since  January  or  February,  1888.  He  is  corroborated 
in  these  allegations  by  the  affidavits  of  several  other  witnesses. 

The  right  conferred  on  a  successful  contestant  by  section  two  of  the 
act  of  May  14, 1880,  is  a  personal  one  which  can  not  be  transferred  to 
another,  but  such  preference  right  may  be  waived  even  prior  to  the  can- 
cellation which  is  contested.    Kellem  v.  Ludlow  (10  L.  D.  560, 562), 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  May  14, 1880,  provides  for  a  "  written 
relinquishment,"  which  is  one  mode  of  manifesting  an  intention  of 
abandoning  a  claim  to  public  land,  but  it  is  not  the  only  one.  An  ami- 
cable agreement  by  which  two  persons  divided  the  land  between  them 
has  been  recognized  as  another  mode.    Ayers  v.  Buell  et  a{.,  2  L.  D.  257. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  alleged  that  such  an  amicable  agreement 
was  made  between  Orannis  and  Pendleton  and  that  pursuant  to  such 
an  agreement  the  latter  has  gone  on  the  land  and  made  valuable  im. 
provements  with  the  fall  knowledge  and  consent  of  said  Oranuis  and 
for  more  than  two  years  lived  upon  and  improved  the  land  upon  the 
faith  of  said  agreement.  If  this  be  true  Grannis  as  much  manifested 
an  intention  to  relinquish  his  preference  right  to  said  eighty  acres  as  if 
he  had  filed  a  written  relinquishment  to  that  effect.  The  doctrine  of 
estoppel  would  be  applicable  with  respect  to  such  an  agreement  to  pre- 
vent its  operating  as  a  fraud  upon  one  who  has  been  led  to  rely  upon 
it.  If  Grannis  agreed  to  abandon  his  preference  right  to  said  east  half 
in  favor  of  Pendleton,  provided  the  contest  should  be  decided  in  his 
fftvor,  and  thereby  induced  Pendleton,  in  reliance  upon  said  agreement, 
to  alter  his  condition,  to  settle  ux>on  the  land,  and  place  valuable  im- 
provements thereon,  Grannis  now  cannot  be  permitted  to  deny  the 
truth  of  said  agreement,  or  enforce  his  rights  against  his  declared  inten- 
tion of  abandonment.    Insurance  Go.  v,  Mowry  (90  U.  S.  544). 

The  general  principle  now  ib,  that  where  the  conduct  of  a  party  has  been  saoh  M 
to  induce  action  by  another,  he  ahall  be  precluded  from  afterwards  asserting,  to  the 
prejudice  of  that  other,  the  contrary  of  that  of  which  his  conduct  has  induced  the 
belief.  The  primary  ground  of  the  doctrine  is,  that  it  would  be  a  fraud  in  a  party 
to  assert  what  his  previons  conduct  had  denied,  when  on  the  faith  of  that  denial 
others  have  acted.    Hill  v.  Epley  (31  Penn.  St.,  334). 

The  foregoing  case  is  cited  with  approval  in  Brant  v.  Virginia  Goal 
and  Iron  Co.  (93  U.  S.,  336). 

If  Grannis  had  manifested  his  intention  to  abandon  his  preference 
right  to  the  eighty  acres  in  dispute  by  a  written  relinquishment,  it 
would  have  been  recognized  by  this  Department.  K  he  has  manifested 
the  same  intention  by  an  unwritten  agreement  which  he  is  equitably 
estopped  from  denying,  this  Department,  in  the  exercise  of  its  judicial 
iunctions,  Mdll  recognize  it  as  a  practical  relinquishment  which  pre- 
cludes Grannis  from  now  asserting  any  preference  right  to  said  eighty 
acres. 
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I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  hearing  to  determine  the  questions  raised 
by  the  contest  affidavit  of  Pendleton  should  be  ordered.  You  will  so 
direct  and  notify  the  local  officers. 

Your  judgment  is  modified  accordingly. 


CONTEST— Bi:LINQUISHMENT-<X>irrBSTANT. 

TuBNEB  V.  Payne  et  al. 

A  relinqmshmeiit  does  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  a  contest  that  is  initiated  for  the  par- 
pose  of  firandnlently  defeating  rights  acquired  in  good  faith  under  said  relinquish- 
ment. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  OfficCj  April  15y  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Bamest  8.  Turner  fix)m  your  decision 
holdiug  for  cancellation  his  timber  culture  entry  for  lots  1  and  2,  and 
8.  J  of  the  NE.  J  of  section  4,  T.  27  N.,  E.  49  W.,  Ohadron,  Nebraska. 

The  facts  in  this  case,  as  develoi)ed  from  the  testimony  taken  at  two 
heariDgs,  are  as  follows: 

Christian  Yoss  made  timber  culture  entry  for  said  lands  October  14, 
1884.  ITp  to  April  8, 1887,  he  had  complied  with  the  requirements  of 
the  law,  in  the  matter  of  breaking  and  cultivating  the  land.  About 
noon  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1887,  he  executed  a  relinquishment  of  said 
entry  at  the  village  of  Hemingford,  Nebraska,  and  received  from  Earnest 
S.  Turner,  for  said  relinquishment  the  sum  of  $250.  During  the  after- 
noon Tprner  prepared  an  application  to  enter  the  land  under  the  timber- 
culture  law  and  enclosed  it  in  an  envelope  together  with  the  relinquish- 
ment and  the  proper  entry  fees,  and  about  4  o^clock  deposited  it  in  the 
post  office  at  Hemingford,  addressed  to  the  local  land  office  at  Valen- 
tine, Nebraska.  By  due  course  of  mail  this  letter  should  have  reached 
the  laud  office  on  the  11th  or  12th  of  April,  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  did 
reach  there  on  the  12tb  of  April,  and  the  entry  of  Voss  was  duly  can- 
celed. 

In  the  meantime,  on  April  8,  E.  D.  Payne  of  Hemingford,  had  ascer- 
tained that  the  entry  of  Voss  had  been  relinquished  and  the  relinquish- 
ment purchased  by  Turner,  and  he  immediately  started  for  the  land 
office  at  Valentine  to  file  a  contest  against  the  said  entry  of  Voss.  On 
April  9th,  and  while  the  relinquishment  of  Voss  was  in  the  mail  on  its 
way  to  the  local  land  office  together  with  the  application  of  Turner  to 
enter  the  laud,  Payne  appeared  before  a  notary  public  and  made  the 
following  affidavit  of  contest, — 

Christian  Voss  has  sold  and  relinquished  said  tract  to  the  government  of  the  United 
States  and  that  said  reliuquishmeut  is  being  held  by  one  Turner  of  Box  Butte  county 
for  speculative  purposes. 

On  April  10,  he  filed  this  affidavit  in  the  local  land  office. 
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On  the  receipt  of  the  relinqnishment  and  application  of  Tomer  to 
enter,  the  local  officers  notified  the  latter  of  the  pending  contest  of 
Payne,  bat  on  the  reqnest  of  Tomer  his  entry  was  pot  of  record  sobject 
to  the  right  of  Payne  as  a  contestant. 

With  these  facts  clearly  established,  yoo  held  that  Payne  had  the 
better  right  to  the  land,  and  held  the  entry  of  Tomer  for  cancelation. 

In  this  I  think  yoo  erred. 

The  act  of  May  14, 1880  (14  Stat,  140),  provides  that  where  a  person 
has  O'Ontested  and  procored  the  cancellation  of  an  entry,  he  shall  have 
the  preference  right  to  enter  the  land.  It  is  a  well  established  princi- 
ple that  a  relinqnishment  filed  doring  the  x>endency  of  a  contest  does 
not  inore  to  the  benefit  of  the  contestant,  onless  it  be  foond  that  it  was 
filed  as  the  resolt  of  the  contest.    Sorenson  t^.  Becker  (8  L.  D.,  357). 

A  relinqnishment  filed  doring  the  pendency  of  a  contest  is  presomp- 
tively  the  resolt  thereof,  thoogh  soch  presomption  may  be  overcome. 
Webb  V.  Looghrey  e<  oL  (9  L.  D.,  440) ;  Brakken  v,  Donn  et  ol.  (9  L.  D., 
461).. 

The  record  clearly  shows  that  the  relinqnishment  was  in  no  way,  the 
resolt  of  the  contest;  on  the  contrary,  the  contest  was  filed  for  the 
porpose  of  defiraoding  Tomer  oot  of  aright  which  he  had  obtained  in 
a  lawftil  aod  honorable  manner,  and  in  a  manner  sanctioned  and  recog- 
nized by  law.  There  was  no  groond  for  a  contest^  the  charge  made  by 
Payne  was  withoot  foondation,  as  shown  by  the  evidence. 

While  on  the  one  hand  the  law  will  not  permit  a  bona  fide  contestant 
to  be  deiraoded  oot  of  the  rights  he  has  lawfdUy  obtained  onder  the 
law,  by  means  of  a  rehnqoishment  execoted  either  before  or  sobseqoent 
to  the  filing  of  the  cop  test;  on  the  other  hand,  it  will  not  permit  a  party 
who  has,  in  a  lawfiQ  and  proper  manner,  obtained  a  valoable  right  by 
means  of  a  relinqnishment  to  be  defiraoded  oot  of  that  right  by  means  of 
a  sobseqoent  contest.    Each  case  most  be  determined  opon  the  facts. 

Yoor  decision  is  reversed,  and  the  entry  of  Tomer  will  remain  in* 
tact. 


8CnOOL  LAND>8ETTL£MBNT  BEFORE  SXJBYEY. 

OlCHY  V.  PALTZEB. 

In  case  of  a  pTe-emption  settlement  on  a  school  section  prior  to  snrvej,  the  State  may 
either  select  indemnity  therefor,  or  await  the  action  of  the  settler^  and,  if  hi0 
claim  is  abandoned,  assert  its  right  to  the  land  in  place. 

First  Assista/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerai 

Land  Office,  April  15, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Paol  Oichy  v.  Anna  Maria  Paltzer  on  ap- 
peal by  the  former  from  yoor  decision  of  November  10, 1890  dismissing  his 
protest  and  allowing  the  homestead  entry  of  the  latter  for  the  W^  SE J 
and  lots  3  and  4  of  Sec.  36,  T.  131,  E.  39  W.,  St  Olood  land  district^ 
Minnesota. 
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It  appears  that  Phillip  Paltzer,  late  husband  of  Anna  Maria,  settled 
upon  land  then  unsnrvey ed,  but  which  proved,  upon  survey  being  made^ 
to  be  in  Sec.  36,  T.  131  N.,  B.  39  W.,  and  he  claimed  the  tracts  described 
and  filed  a  declaratory  statement  for  them  on  April  27, 1873,  the  plat 
of  official  survey  having  been  filed  on  March  27  of  that  year. 

Paltzer  died  in  June,  1875,  having  as  yet  offered  no  final  proof,  leav- 
ing a  widow,  and  it  is  said,  some  chjldren. 

In  1881,  Mrs.  Paltzer  advertised  that  she  would  offer  final  proo£  The 
State  authorities  of  Minnesota  were  notified  of  this,  but  gave  it  no 
attention,  and  Mrs.  Paltzer  made  default,  and  nothing  was  done  at  the 
time  the  proof  should  have  been  offered. 

On  October  12, 1886,  Cichy  purchased,  of  the  State,  lot  Ko,  3,  moved 
onto  it,  erected  a  house,  made  other  improvements  on  the  land,  and  has 
continued  to  reside  thereon. 

On  May  20, 1889,  Mrs.  Paltzer  applied  to  transmute  the  pre-emption 
filing  of  her  late  husband  to  a  homestead  entry,  alleging  in  an  affidavit 
her  residence,  and  that  she  was  the  head  of  a  family,  the  widow  of 
Phillip  Paltzer,  was  poor  and  unable  to  pay  for  the  land.  The  local  of- 
ficers allowed  this  homestead  entry,  and  on  December  11  following,  she 
ofifered  final  proof  upon  due  notice.  Thereupon  came  Cichy  and  pro- 
tested said  proof  as  to  lot  No.  3.  No  attention  was  paid  to  this  pro- 
test, no  hearing  was  ordered,  but  the  final  proof  was  accepted  and  the 
case  sent  to  your  office.  The  State  authorities  were  notified  of  the 
allowance  of  her  application  to  transmute  to  homestead  and  of  its  right 
of  appeal,  and  on  June  10, 1889,  the  auditor  of  State  acknowledged  the 
receipt  of  the  notice,  and  among  other  matters,  said 

'  Belying  npon  your  (the  register's)  statement  that  said  application  was  supported 
by  affidavit  corroborated  by  the  evidence  of  two  witnesses  that  settlement  was  mado 
prior  to  survey,  the  State  made  no  appeal  and  now  makes  no  claim  to  the  said  de- 
scribed lands  adverse  to  that  of  the  homestead  application  of  Anna  M.  Paltzer. 

The  matter  of  Mrs.  Paltzer's  right  to  make  homestead  entry  came  up 
for  consideration  before  your  office  on  March  31, 1890,  and  after  review- 
ing the  record  in  the  case  and  discussing  the  same  at  length,  you  held 
that  the  State  had  no  claim  to  the  land  and  allowed  the  entry  of  Mrs« 
Paltzer  to  remain  intact,  and  on  I^ovember  10, 1890,  the  cause  came  on 
to  be  heard  upon  the  final  proof  of  Mrs.  Paltzer,  and  your  office  dis- 
missed the  protest  of  Cichy  and  directed  that  her  proof  be  examined 
with  a  view  to  issue  of  patent,  from  which  decision  Oichy  appealed. 

There  has  been  filed  in  the  Department  a  statement  by  Cichy  which, 
if  true,  shows  that  the  local  officers  and  your  office  have  been  imposed 
upon.  It  alleges  that  Mrs.  Anna  Maria  Paltzer,  who  has  signed  all  the 
papers  by  that  name,  is  Mrs.  Anna  Maria  Kline;  that  she  was  married 
to  Kline  over  fourteen  years  ago;  that  of  the  six  children  of  which  she 
claims  to  be  the  mother,  three  are  the  fruits  of  the  marriage  with  Kline ; 
that  Paltzer^s  youngest  child  is  sixteen  years  old;  that  Mrs.  Paltzer^s 
proof  is  false;  that  by  false  statements  she  procured  the  State  to  can- 
cel his  agreement  of  purchase.  He  says  that  Kline  and  his  wife,  for- 
1456l_vOL  14 25 
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merly  Mrs.  Pajtzer,  never  occupied,  nor  in  any  way  used  or  improved 
lot  3,  and  that  he  went  to  see  Kline  before  buying  the  lot  of  the  State, 
and  was  advised  to  buy  it  "  or  some  stranger  would,"  and  added  "  be- 
cause we  cannot  and  will  not  buy  the  land  ourselves; "  that  Kline  as- 
sisted him  in  building  his  house  on  the  land,  and  never  made  any  claim 
to  it  until  the  land  became  valuable,  and  until  he  (Cichy)  had  improved 
it  and  lived  on  it  a  number  of  years.  The  protest  denied  her  right  to 
make  entry  or  proof  and  set  up  Cichy's  purchase,  occupancy  and  im- 
provements, and  a  hearing  should  have  been  had  upon  it. 

Your  decision  discusses  at  length  the  distinction  between  a  failure  to 
"file"  in  time  and  failure  to  "enter"  in  time,  and  finally  you  decide 
that  she  can  neither  transmute  her  late  husband's  filing  to  a  homestead 
entry,  nor  complete  his  filing  by  making  proof  and  cash  entry,  but  you 
conclude  in  your  decision  of  March  31, 1890,  based  on  a  line  of  authori- 
ties and  reasoning  that  she  has  a  right  to  homestead  the  land  on  "  the 
hereditable  quality  of  rights  acquired  by  mere  settlement."  You  dte 
the  case  of  Tobias  Beckner  (6  L.  D.,  134)  as  authority  for  this,  and  con- 
clude that  a  settlement  right  descends  to  the  heirs  or  legal  representa- 
tives. In  the  Beckner  case,  the  settler  had  lived  about  seven  years 
upon  the  land.  It  had  not  been  surveyed.  He  died  in  1882.  The  heir, 
Beckner,  continued  to  reside  upon  the  land.  In  1885,  May  20,  the  town- 
ship plat  was  filed,  and  on  June  11  following,  within  sixteen  days  of  the 
filing,  the  heir  applied  to  make  homestead  entry.  It  was  held  that  the 
case  came  clearly  within  the  purview  of  section  2291,  Be  vised  Statutes; 
that  the  heir  could  do  what  the  ancestor  could  have  done  if  living.  But 
it  will  be  observed  that  this  section  applies  to  homesteads,  not  to  pre- 
emption filings.  This  land^as  in  section  36.  The  settlement  before 
survey  excepted  it  from  the  reservation,  and  the  filing  by  the  heir  with- 
in the  required  time  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  maintain  the  exception; 
the  heir  having  complied  with  the  law  as  his  ancestor  might  have  done 
if  living,  acquired  the  rights  the  ancestor  would  have  acquired. 

In  the  Watson  case  (on  review)  (6  L.  D.,  71)  cited  by  you,  it  will  be 
noticed  that  the  issue  was  not  the  same  as  that  in  the  case  at  bar.  In 
that  case,  one  May  had  settled  upon  and  filed  for  the  land.  The  set- 
tlement was  made  before  survey,  and  the  filing  within  proper  time. 
Thereupon  the  school  authorities  selected  a  tract  in  lieu  of  the  May 
tract.  Afterward  May  sold  his  improvements  to  Watson,  and  he  at- 
tempted to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land.  Your  office  thereupon 
held  that  on  May's  abandonment  the  land  reverted  to  the  State,  and 
Watson's  entry  was  canceled  as  was  the  selection  of  "lieu"  land.  It 
was  held  by  the  Department  that  this  was  error,  because  the  State 
having  made  selection  of  equivalent  land  it  took  the  place  of  the  original 
school  land,  and  that  the  selection  was  equivalent  to  a  relinquishment 
of  the  school  tract.  The  selection  was  restored,  and  Watson's  entry 
reinstated. 

Paltzer's  settlement  being  upon  unsurveyed  land,  he  is  governed  by 
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fiection  2266,  Beyised  Statutes,  which  allows  three  months  to  file  de- 
claratory statement  after  <^  the  receipt  at  the  district  land  office  of  the 
approved  plat  of  the  township."  Section  2267,  Bevlsed  Statutes  pro- 
vides that:  "All  claimants  of  pre-emption  rights  under  the  two  preced- 
ing sections,  shall  •  •  •  •  make  the  proper  proof  and  payment 
for  the  land  claimed  within  thirty  months  after  the  date  prescribed 
therein  respectively  for  filing  their  declaratory  notices  has  expired.'' 
This  would  give  Paltzer  until  December  27, 1876  to  make  proof  and 
payment,  but  on  June  3, 1874,  Congress  passed  an  act  (18  Stat.,  52) 
providing  "  that  the  time  at  which  pre-emptors  on  the  public  lands  in 
the  State  of  Minnesota  •  •  .  •  are  now  required  to  make  final 
proof  and  payment,  is  extended  for  the  period  of  two  years.^  Allowing 
this  to  apply  to  pre-emptions  on  school  land,  Paltzer's  time  for  making 
final  proof  and  payment  expired  December  27, 1877.  But  this  act  did 
not  change  the  mandatory  character  of  section  2267,  and  while  it  ex- 
tended the  time  of  limitation,  it  did  not  remove  the  bar  by  limitation 
when  the  same  is  insisted  upon  by  an  adverse  claimant.  See  Crane  v. 
Stone  (10  L.  D.,  216)  and  cases  there  cited. 

Is  the  State  an  adverse  claimant!  Did  its  rights  attach  upon  failure 
of  Paltzer's  heirs  to  make  proof  and  payment  within  the  time  fixed  by 
law! 

It  is  quite  clear  that^the  statutes  in  existence  when  the  compact  be- 
tween the  State  and  the  government  was  concluded  became  a  part  of 
the  agreement,  and  the  State  was  bound  to  know  the  rights  of  a  settler, 
but  at  the  same  time  it  was  bound  to  know  the  duties  and  obligations 
he  was  vnder  before  he  could  acquire  title  to  public  land,  and  it  had  a 
right  to  havjB  those  statutes  enforced.  It  accepted  the  government's 
proposition,  and  came  into  the  union  upon  this  basis. 

In  Beecher  v.  Wetherby  (95  IT.  S.,  517)  the  court  say: 

It  matters  not  whether  the  words  of  the  compact  be  considered  as  merely  promis- 
^ory  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  and  constitnting  only  a  pledge  of  a  grant  in 
fatore  or  as  operating  to  transfer  the  title  to  the  State  npon  her  acceptance  of  the 
proposition  as  soon  as  the  section  conld  be  afterwards  identified  by  the  public  sur- 
veys. In  either  case  the  lands  which  might  be  embraced  in  those  sections  were 
Appropriated  to  the  State. 

In  Oooper  v.  Boberts  (18  Howard,  173)  the  court)  in  a  case  arising  in 
Michigan  said  (syllabus) 

(3)  When  the  State  accepted  this  act  (of  admission)  the  grant  became  a  contract 
^r  compact  between  the  State  and  the  United  States.  (3)  As  the  government  ex- 
tended its  surveys  so  that  the  location  of  these  sections  was  ascertained,  the  title  to 
the  State  became  complete. 

In  Water  and  Mining  Go.  v.  Bugbey  (96  TJ.  S.,  165)  Bugbey  was  a  set- 
tler on  school  land  when  the  survey  was  made*  He  did  not  file  his 
declaratory  statement,  or  enter  the  land  under  any  IT.  S.  statute,  but 
purchased  it  of  the  State.  The  Water  and  Mining  Company  claimed. 
substantiaQy  that  his  settlement  on  the  land  at  date  of  survey  excepted 
it  from  the  grant,  that  his  failure  to  acquire  or  assert  any  right  under 
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the  goveniment  law  left  the  land  as  a  part  of  the  public  domahu    The 
court  say : 

Here  the  company  does  not  claim  under  the  settler's  title,  but  seeks  by  means  of 
it  to  defeat  that  of  the  State.  .  .  •  The  settler,  however,  was  under  no  obligation 
to  assert  his  claim,  and  he  abandoned  it,  the  title  of  the  State  became  absolute  as  of 
May  19,  1866,  when  the  surveys  were  completed.  The  case  stands,  therefore  as  if  at 
that  date  the  United  States  had  parted  with  all  interest  in  and  control  over  the  prop- 
erty. 

It  has  been  held  as  in  Watson's  case  supra^  that  on  abandonment  by 
the  settler  or  pre-emptor,  the  land  goes  to  the  State,  unless  in  the  mean- 
time it  has  made  a  selection  of  other  lands  in  satisfaction  of  the  loss, 
and  thereby,  as  was  said  in  that  case,  it  has  in  effect  relinquished  its 
claim  to  the  school  tract. 

Section  2269,  Eevised  Statutes,  provides  for  consummating  the  claim 
of  a  deceased  pre-emptor.  It  is  competent  for  the  *♦  executor  ^  or  "  ad- 
ministrator "  of  the  estate  of  such  party  or  "  one  of  the  heirs  ^  to  con- 
summate the  claim,  filing  the  necessary  papers  to  complete  the  same, 
but  the  title  in  such  cases  goes  to  the  heirs.  There  is  nothing  in  this 
section,  however,  nor  in  the  law,  that  gives  to  the  representative  of  the 
deceased  person  rights  superior  to  those  he  would  have  enjoyed  or  could 
have  exercised  if  living,  nor  do  I  And  any  extension  of  time  given  to- 
representatives  of  the  deceased  pre-emptor.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
State  is  an  adverse  claimant  in  this  class  of  cases.  It  is  in  the  x>osition 
of  a  subsequent  settler.  It  may  await  what  the  prior  settler  does,  or  it 
may  go  into  other  land  and  make  selection.  As  the  subsequent  settler 
may  file  a  second  declaratory  statement  and  await  the  action  of  the 
prior  settler,  and  may  secure  the  land  if  the  prior  fidl  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  law,  so  the  State  may  decline  to  select  Ueu  land 
and  await  the  action  of  the  settler.  The  State,  in  the  case  at  bar,  as- 
serted its  right  to  lot  3,  and  sold  it  to  Cichy  in  October,  1886.  It  is  said 
that  in  1889  the  Auditor  wrote  a  letter  which,  in  effect,  was  a  waiver  of 
the  claim  on  the  part  of  the  State.  This  can  not,  however,  affect  Cichy's 
title.  If  the  State  had  a  right  to  assert  its  claim  in  1884,  Cichy  took 
its  claim  by  purchase,  and  it  had  nothing  to  waive.  Cichy  may  assert 
all  it  could  have  asserted  on  the  day  it  sold  to  him.  If  up  to  that  time 
it  had  not  waived  its  right  or  transferred  its  claim  by  selecting  other 
lands,  the  time  for  final  proof  having  long  previously  expired,  its  right 
attached,  and  if  proof  had  been  offered  on  the  filing,  it  would  have  had 
to  be  rejected  upon  the  protest  of  Cichy  or  the  State,  but  there  is  noth- 
ing to  show  whether  or  not  the  State  has  selected  lands  in  lieu  of  those 
in  controversy,  or  whether  its  right  to  the  land  remains.  There  is  no 
testimony  as  to  whether  Mrs.  Faltzer  is  a  married  woman,  or  if  mar- 
ried, whether  she  is  living  with  her  husband,  or  has  been  deserted  by 
him.  This  will  become  important  if  the  State  has  selected  lands  in  lieu 
of  those  in  controversy. 

There  is  no  testimony  upon  the  question  of  actual  occupancy  of  the 
tract  of  land  in  dispute,  by  building  upon  it,  or  by  cultivation,  nor  is 
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there  any  testimony  as  to  what  was  done  and  said  by  KUne  and  his 
wife  to  induce  Cichy  to  go  npon  the  land  and  make  improvements,  or 
what  knowledge  she  had  that  he  was  making  improvements  thereon,  or 
what  notice,  if  any,  she  gave  him  of  any  claim  she  had  to  the  land,  even 
if  she  had  knowledge  of  his  settlement  and  improvements.  There  is  no 
testimony  properly  presented  showing  that  Phillip  Paltzer  left  any 
<3hildren  when  he  died,  or  if  so,  whether  they  are  living. 

Mrs.  Paltzer,  or  Eline,  says  in  her  affidavit  for  homestead,  that  she 
is  "  the  head  of  a  fiamily."  She  does  not  say  she  is  unmarried.  If  she 
married  ELline,  she  ceased  to  be  the  head  of  the  family.  She  abandoned^ 
by  that  act,  her  claim  to  make  a  homestead,  and  her  settlement  as  '^  the 
head  of  a  family,''  and  Kline  became  the  head  of  the  family  from  the 
date  of  her  marriage  to  him.  But  were  this  all  so,  I  see,  no  reason  why 
the  heirs  of  Phillip  Paltzer  may  not  complete  his  entry  to  the  land  upon 
which  there  is  no  adverse  claimant,  provided  the  State  has  selected 
other  lands.  As  I  have  not  before  me  the  facts  in  the  case  upon  which 
I  can  form  any  conclusion  satisfactory  to  myself,  or  upon  which  I  have 
reason  to  believe  I  can  do  justice  to  the  parties,  I  set  aside  your  de- 
cision, and  return  the  case  that  you  may  remand  it  to  the  local  ofdce 
with  directions  to  the  register  and  receiver  to  order  a  hearing  upon  no- 
tice to  the  parties,  inclading  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  all  parties 
will  be  allowed  to  oflfer  testimony  upon  the  points  herein  indicated,  and 
upon  a  report  of  the  evidence  you  will  re  adjudicate  the  case. 


PATENT— CLERICAL  MISTAKE-CANCELLATION'. 

Feank  Sullivan. 

The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  OflQce  may  properly,  on  the  request  of  the 
patentee,  withhold  and  cancel  a  patent  that  fails  to  describe  the  land  entered,  and 
issue  one  that  correctly  describes  said  land,  even  though  a  relinquishment  of  the 
erroneous  patent  is  not  filed. 

JPirst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  April  15, 1892., 

With  your  letter  of  June  4, 1891,  you  transmit  an  appeal  taken  by 
O.  L.  Miller,  as  attorney  for  Frank  Sullivan  fi-om  your  decision  of  April 
29,  1891,  denying  his  application  for  the  cancellation  of  the  erroneous 
patent  issued  on  cash  entry  for  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  32  S.,  E.  43  W., 
Garden  City,  Kansas,  and  to  issue  a  new  patent  to  Sullivan  correctly 
des(rribing  the  tract. 

It  appears  from  the  record  before  me  that  Frank  Sullivan  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  32  S.,  R.  43  W.,  Garden 
Gity,  Kansas,  and  made  final  proof  upon  said  entry,  upon  which  final 
<^rtificate  issued. 

The  local  officers,  in  issuing  the  final  certificate,  described  the  tract 
as  the  SB.  i  of  Sec.  22,  T.  32  S.,  E.  "  42  »  W.,  and  patent  issued  to  said 
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Frank  SulliYan,  December  28, 1889,  for  tiie  tract  as  described  in  the 
final  certificate,  which  was  transmitted  to  the  local  officers  for  delivery 
to  the  patentee. 

On  February  24, 1890,  the  local  officers  returned  to  your  office  a  num- 
ber of  patents  for  correction,  among  which  was  the  patent  issued  to 
Sullivan. 

By  letter  of  April  29, 1890,  you  instructed  the  local  officers  to  require 
Sullivan  to  file  a  deed  of  relinquishment  to  the  XJnited  States  for  the 
tract  embraced  in  said  patent  and  the  certificate  from  the  register  of 
deeds  for  Morton  county,  E^ansas,  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  showing 
that  Sullivan  had  not  conveyed  or  encumbered  the  land.  The  final  cer- 
tificate was  also  returned  to  them,  and  they  were  instructed  to  correct 
without  erasure  said  certificate,  and  upon  the  receipt  of  such  relinquish- 
ment and  certificate,  the  patent  would  be  canceled  and  a  new  patent 
issued,  in  accordance  with  the  certificate  as  corrected. 

In  reply  thereto,  the  local  officers  informed  your  office  that  Sullivan 
had  been  notified  accordingly,  by  registered  letter  which  was  returned 
to  them  uncalled  for. 

With  a  supplemental  rex>ort,  the  local  officers  transmitted  to  your  of- 
fice the  certificate  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  Morton  county,  Kansas, 
that  the  records  of  that  county  show  no  instruments  executed  by  said 
Sullivan  afiecting  the  title  to  the  land  described  in  the  patent,  or  of  the 
corresponding  tract  in  range  43  west;  also  an  affidavit  made  by  6.  L.. 
Miller,  as  attorney  for  the  S.  L.  Davidson  Mortgage  Company,  stating 
that  said  company  held  a  mortgage  on  the  land  described  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  loan  negotiated  by  said  company  to  the  entryman  Frank 
Sullivan;  that  they  had  used  every  means  to  find  said  Sullivan,  to  ob- 
tain the  required  deed  of  relinquishment,  but  have  been  unable  to  find 
him. 

On  March  16, 1891,  the  local  officers  reported  that  your  letter  of  April 
29, 1890,  enclosing  the  final  certificate  issued  to  Frank  Sullivan  and  in- 
structing them  to  correct  said  certificate,  had  been,  with  the  certificate, 
lost  or  misplaced,  and  they  therefore  forwarded  a  new  certificate  cor- 
rectly describing  the  land  entered,  upon  which  they  had  placed  a  certifi- 
cate that  it  was  issued  in  lieu  of  the  erroneous  certificate  issued  De- 
cember 9, 1887,  but  which  had  been  lost. 

By  letter  of  May  11, 1891,  you  still  declined  to  cancel  said  patent  and 
issue  a  new  patent  correctly  describing  the  land,  unless  the  relinquish- 
ment was  filed  by  Sullivan  as  directed.  From  this  action  an  appeal 
has  been  filed  in  the  name  of  Frank  Sullivan,  by  his  attorney  G.  L. 
Miller. 

From  the  foregoing  statement  of  ^xcta,  it  will  be  seen  that  Sullivan 
made  homestead  entry  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T:  32  S.,  E.  "  43  "  W.,. 
Garden  City,  Kansas,  and  that  he  received  final  certificate  under  said 
entry,  describing  the  land  as  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  22,  T.  32  S.,  R,  "  42  "  W., 
and  patent  issued  for  the  land  described  in  said  certificate.  It  also 
appears  that  the  final  certificate  has  been  corrected  so  as  to  properly 
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describe  the  land  eaterod  by  Sullivan^  wbich  is  now  a  part  of  the  rec- 
ord in  yonr  office. 

The  question  presented  is,  whether  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  has  the  authority,  and  whether  it  is  his  duty  to  cancel  the 
erroneous  patent  and  to  issue  a  patent  to  Frank  Sullivan  properly  de- 
scribinfiT  the  land  entered,  whether  the  relinquishment  is  filed  or  not. 

The  Oommissioner  had  no  authority  to  issue  a  patent  to  Sullivan  for 
the  SE.  I  of  Sec.  22,  in  T.  32  south,  E.  42  west,  for  the  reason  that 
the  records  of  your  office  show  that  he  never  entered  said  tract,  and  at 
the  date  of  the  issuance  of  the  patent  it  had  been  entered  by  another, 
as  shown  by  the  records  of  your  office. 

The  issuance  of  such  a  patent  was  the  result  of  a  purely  clerical  error, 
which  is  plainly  shown  by  the  record,  and  it  conveyed  no  title  to  Sulli- 
van. It  was  therefore  not  necessary  that  Sullivan  should  file  a  relin- 
quishment to  the  TTnited  States,  in  order  to  invest  your  office  with  juris- 
diction to  cancel  said  patent  and  to  issue  a  proper  patent  correctly 
describing  the  land. 

The  power  of  the  land  department,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  to 
recall  even  a  delivered  defective  patent,  and  to  issue  one  in  conformity 
to  law,  has  frequently  been  sustained  by  the  supreme  court  and  this 
Department.  Where  a  patent  has  issued  which  fails  to  conform  to  the 
record  upon  which  the  right  to  a  patent  rests,  and  has  not  passed  out 
of  the  control  of  the  Department,  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty 
of  the  Oommissioner  to  withhold  the  delivery  of  such  patent,  and  to 
issue  one  in  conformity  with  the  record.  Bell  v.  Heame,  19  How.,  252; 
Magnire  v.  Tyler,  1  Black,  199, 8  Wal.,  655  j  Adam  v.  N orris,  103  U.  S., 
6d4;  Wm.  H.  McLarty,  4  L.  D.,  498;  W.  A.  Simmons  et  al,  7  L.  D.,  283. 

In  the  case  of  Bell  v.  Heame,  supra,  it  appears  that  John  Bell  made 
cash  entry  of  a  certain  tract  of  land,  for.  which  final  certificate  issued, 
but  the  register  in  making  up  his  duplicate  certificate  of  purchase  to 
be  returned  to  the  General  Land  Office  inserted  in  it  the  name  of  James 
Bell  for  that  of  John  Bell.  A  patent  issued  in  accordance  with  said 
certificate,  which  was  sent  to  the  register  at  the  local  land  office,  and 
was  by  him  delivered  to  John  Bell.  Upon  a  representation  of  the  facts 
to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  this  patent  was  can- 
celed and  a  new  one  issued  to  John  Bell.  The  defendant  Heame 
claimed  that  the  land  had  been  sold  by  the  United  States  to  James  Bell, 
and  had  been  legally  sold  as  the  property  of  James  Bell  under  a  valid 
judgment  at  a  sherifi''s  pale,  and  that  the  person  under  whom  Heame 
derived  his  title  was  the  purchaser  at  said  sale.  In  speaking  of  the 
.XK)wer  of  the  Commissioner  to  cancel  the  erroneous  patent,  and  to  issue 
a  new  patent  in  the  proper  name,  the  court  says: 

The  question  then  arises,  had  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land  office  au- 
thority to  receive  from  John  Boll  the  patent  erroneously  issued  in  the  name  of  James 
Bell,  and  to  issue  one  in  the  proper  name  of  the  purchaser?  And  the  question,  in 
our  opinion,  is  exceedingly  clear.  The  commissioner  of  the  general  land  ollice 
exercises  a  general  snpprintendence  over  the  subordinate  officers  of  his  department, 
and  is  clothed  with  liberal  powers  of  control,  to  be  exercised  for  the  purposes  of 
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Jii8tice,  and  to  prevent  the  conseqnenoes  of  inadvertence,  irregolarity,  mistake,  and 
fraud,  in  the  important  and  extensive  operations  of  that  ofiScer  for  the  disposal  of  the 
public  domain.  The  power  exercised  in  this  case  is  a  power  to  correct  a  clerical  mis- 
take, the  existence  of  which  is  shown  plainly  by  the  record,  and  is  a  necessary 
power  in  the  administration  of  every  department.  Onr  conclusion  is,  that  the 
supreme  court  of  Louisiana  erred  in  denying  the  validity  of  this  tide,  and  in  con- 
ceding any  effect  or  operation  to  the  certificate  of  purchase  or  patent  issued  in  the 
name  of  James  Bell,  as  vesting  a  title  in  a  person  bearing  that  name. 

The  delivery  of  this  patent  to  Sullivan  would  place  in  his  possession 
evidence  of  title  to  a  tract  of  land  to  which  the  records  of  your  office 
show  he  is  not  entitled,  and  he  has  therefore  no  right  to  demand  its  de- 
livery. It  is  therefore  your  right  and  duty  to  withhold  said  patent,  and 
it  must  necessarily  follow  that  it  is  also  your  duty  to  issue  to  Sullivan 
a  patent  for  the  land  to  which  he  is  entitled. 

When  a  patent  has  issued  in  conformity  with  the  record  upon  whidi 
the  right  to  patent  is  predicated,  and  has  been  signed,  sealed,  and 
countersigned,  and  recorded,  as  in  the  case  of  United  States  v*  Schurz 
(102  XT.  S.j  378),  the  title  to  the  land  has  passed,  and  the  patent  can 
not  be  recalled  by  the  government,  without  the  consent  of  the  patentee, 
but  when  the  patentee  declines  to  receive  the  patent,  it  has  not  passed 
by  delivery,  although  it  may  have  been  sent  to  the  local  officers  for 
delivery,  and  the  power  to  recall  the  defective  patent,  and  to  issue  one 
in  conformity  to  law  is  fully  sustained  by  the  authorities  above  cited« 
See  also  Leroy  v,  Jemison,  3  Sawyer,  389. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  patent  has  never  passed  out  of  the  control  of 
l^e  Department,  and  the  patentee  is  not  demanding  its  delivery,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  insists  that  the  erroneous  patent  be  canceled  and  a 
proi)er  patent  issued. 

Your  decision  is  reversed,  and  you  are  directs  to  cancel  the  erro- 
neous patent  and  to  issue  a  patent  in  conformity  with  the  record  of  the 
homestead  entry  of  Frank  Sullivan. 


TIMBEB  I^AXD  ENTBT— TRANSFEREE— EVIDENCE. 

The  United  States  v.  Allabd  et  al. 

The  statements  and  admissions  of  an  entryman  against  the  validity  of  his  entry  are 
admissible  as  evidence  in  a  proceeding  against  such  entry,  where  the  said  entry- 
man  fails  and  refuses  to  appear  and  testify  in  relation  thereto. 

An  entry  of  timber  land  under  the  act  of  June  3,  1878,  not  made  for  the  "exclusive 
use  and  benefit "  of  the  entryman,  but  in  the  interest  of,  and  for  the  use  of  an- 
other, is  in  direot  violation  of  the  terms  of  said  act,  and  must  be  eanceled. 

A  purchaser,  prior  to  patent,  of  land  entered  under  said  act,  takes  but  an  equity,  and 
is  not  entitled  to  plead  the  status  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice;  nor 
can  it  avail  such  purchaser  that  the  matters  wherein  the  entryman  testified 
falsely  were  solely  within  the  knowledge  of  such  entryman. 

The  case  of  the  United  States  v.  David  £.  Budd  et  dl,,  143  U.  S.^  cited  and  distin- 
guished. 
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Secretary  ITohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April  16^ 

1892. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  your  office,  dated  March  29, 1888, 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Eichard  AUard,  et  al.j  involving  the 
validity  of  forty  timber  land  entries  made  by  various  parties,  in  1883, 
under  the  act  of  June  3,  1878  (20  Stat.,  89),  at  the  Humboldt  land 
office,  in  the  State  of  California,  and  of  one  pre-emption  entry,  made  in 
the  same  year  and  at  the  same  land  office.  The  names  of  the  parties 
who  made  the  several  entries,  and  the  lands  covered  thereby,  are  given 
and  described  as  follows: 

•  •••••• 

The  appeal  is  filed  by  W.  H.  Swiffc  and  others,  trustees,  and  H,  0. 
Putnam,  who  claim  to  be  the  present  owners  of  all  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, by  purchase,  and  deeds  of  conveyance,  several  removes  from  the 
original  entrymen. 

The  record  shows  that  thirty-five  of  the  foregoing  entries  were  origi- 
nally canceled,  and  four  were  held  for  cancellation  upon  ex-parte  re- 
ports of  special  agents  of  your  office,  to  the  effect  that  said  entries  had 
been  made  in  the  interest  of  other  parties  than  the  original  entrymen; 
and  that  the  remaining  two  entries,  namely,  those  of  John  A.  Marsh 
and  Daniel  Campbell  were  canceled  because  of  failure  of  the  entrymen 
to  appear  at  hearings  ordered  upon  like  reports  of  special  agents. 

On  June  29, 1886,  said  H.  C.  Putnam  filed  in  this  Department  his  ap- 
plication, in  which  he  stated  under  oath  that  he  was  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser for  value,  without  notice  of  any  defect  of  title;  that  if  opportu- 
nity were  afforded,  he  would  be  able  to  show  "  that  the  said  entries  were 
made  in  good  faith  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  entrymen,  and  were  not 
fraudulent  as  alleged,"  and  asked  that  a  hearing  be  ordered  to  determine 
the  truth  of  the  charges  made  against  the  entries  which  had  been  can- 
celed. On  July  24, 1886  (case  of  H.  C.  Putnam,  6  L.  D.,  22),  my  prede- 
cessor, Secretary  Lamar,  dii^ected  that  the  hearing  applied  for  should 
be  had,  and  the  same  was  accordingly  ordered  by  your  office,  on  August 
20, 1886.  Subsequently,  upon  like  application,  hearings  were  also  or- 
dered as  to  the  four  entries  which  were  simply  held  for  cancellation,  as 
albresaid. 

.  By  departmental  instructions  of  November  17,  and  December  1, 1886, 
the  local  officers  were  directed  to  make  one  hearing  of  all  the  ^itries 
here  in  question,  and  the  same  were  accordingly  heard  together.  Some 
half  dozen  or  more  entries,  in  addition  to  these,  were  involved  in  the 
application  of  Putnam,  as  to  which  hearings  had  been  previously  had. 

At  the  hearing  herein  the  government  was  represented  by  a  special 
agent  of  your  office,  and  the  intervenors.  Swift  and  others,  appeared 
by  their  attorneys.    There  was  no  appearance  for  any  of  the  entrymen* 

A  very  large  amount  of  testimony  was  submitted  by  the  government, 
relative  to  the  manner  in  which  the  entries  in  question,  and  many  others 
of  like  character,  were  made.    Twenty  of  the  entrymen,  namely,  Isham 
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Lloyd,  George  0.  Lewis,  Bobert  McEntee,  Samuel  P.  Jamagan,  Bichard 
Bradley  (two  entries),  Isaiah  S.  Perkins,  John  A.  Marsh,  Charles  W. 
Walker,  A*  B.  Brown,  Frank  Baker,  Fred.  W.  Kopp,  Henry  S.  Peter- 
son, Charles  F.  Flinn,  Walter  Schell,  Thomas  Burnett,  Bichard  D. 
Swift,  E.  H.  Burnett,  James  McKenna,  F.  M.  Haines  and  Frank  Steven- 
son, appeared  in  response  to  subpoenas  issued  by  the  goyemment,  and 
were  examined  as  witnesses  in  the  case.  The  others  failed  to  appear,^ 
though  most  of  them  were  i)er8onally  served  with  notice  and  with 
subpoenas.  Notice  of  the  hearing  was  given  by  publication,  as  against 
those  not  personally  served.  In  addition  to  the  entrymen  who  testified, 
as  stated,  a  great  many  other  witnesses  were  examined  on  behalf  of  the 
government. 

"So  testimony  was  offered  in  defense  of  the  entries,  but,  as  a  rule,  the 
witnesses  for  the  government  were  cross-examined  by  counsel  for  the 
interveners,  at  great  length.  The  evidence  introduced  by  tiiose  par-' 
ties  relntes  solely  to  matters  tending  to  support  their  claim  to  be  bona 
fide  purchasers  for  value,  without  notice  of  any  fraud  in  the  entries, 
or  other  defect  of  title.  They  apparently  made  no  effort  to  secure  the 
attendance  of  any  of  the  entrymen  at  the  trial;  on  the  contrary,  it  is 
shown  that  their  attorneys  repeatedly  advised  some  of  the  entarymen 
and  other  persons  summoned  as  witnesses  that  they  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  attend  the  trial. 

The  lands  in  controversy  are  shown  to  be  covered  by  dense  forest  of 
redwood  timber,  which  is  considered  to  be  very  valuable.  This  timber 
is  of  immense  size,  the  trees  being  estimated  to  be  from  ten  to  eighteen 
feet  in  diameter,  and  on  an  average  of  one  hundred  and  thirty- five  feet 
in  height.  It  exists  in  great  quantities  in  that  portion  of  Northern 
California,  where  the  entries  in  question  are  located. 

The  local  officers,  in  their  decision  of  August  10, 1887,  found  that  the 
entries  were  fraudulent;  that  there  was  ^^  utter  want  of  good  faith"  on 
the  part  of  the  entrymen;  and  recommended  ^^the  cancellation  of  each 
and  all  of  the  entries." 

On  appeal  by  Swift  and  others,  interveners,  your  office,  in  effect, 
affirmed  the  judgment  below,  by  the  decision  from  which  the  present 
appeal  was  taken. 

It  is  contended  by  appellants,  in  effect,  (1)  that  the  entries  have  been 
held  as  fraudulent  upon  insufficient  proo^  especially  those  relative  to 
which  the  entrymen  themselves  were  not  examined;  (2)  that  they  (the 
appellants)  are  ftona^e^  purchasers  without  notice  of  any  fraud  or  other 
defect  of  title,  and  (3)  that  as  such  bona  fide  purchasers,  they  should  be 
protected  against  the  cancellation  of  said  entries. 

The  second  section  of  said  act  of  June  3, 1878,  provides : 

That  any  person  desiring  to  avaU  himself  of  the  provisions  of  this  aot  shall  Ale 
with  the  register  of  the  proper  district  a  written  statement  in  duplicate,  one  of  which 
is  to  be  transmitted  to  the  General  Land  Office,  designating  by  legal  subdivisions 
the  particular  tract  of  land  he  desires  to  purchase,  setting  forth  that  the  same  is  un- 
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fit  for  onltivatioii,  and  valaable  chiefly  for  its  timber  or  atone ;  that  it  is  uninhabited ; 
contains  no  mining  or  other  improyements,  except  for  ditch  or  canal  purposes,  where 
any  such  do  exist,  save  sach  as  were  made  by  or  belong  to  the  applicant,  nor,  as  de- 
ponent verily  believes,  any  valuable  deposit  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  copper,  or  coal; 
that  deponent  has  made  no  other  application  under  this  act;  that  he  does  not  apply 
to  purchase  the  same  on  speculation,  but  in  good  faith  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own 
exclasive  use  and  benefit;  and  that  he  has.  not,  directly  or  indirectly,  made  any 
agreement  or  contract,  in  any  way  or  manner,  with  any  person  or  persons  whatso- 
ever, by  which  the  title  which  he  might  acquire  from  the  government  of  the  United 
States  should  inure,  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the  benefit  of  any  person  except  himself; 
which  statement  must  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  applicant  before  the  register  or 
receiver  of  the  land  office  within  the  district  where  the  land  is  situated;  and  if  any 
I>er8on  taking  such  oath  shall  swear  falsely  in  the  premises,  he  shall  be  subject  to  all 
the  pains  and  penalties  of  perjury,  and  shall  forfeit  the  money  which  he  may  have 
paid  for  said  lands,  and  all  right  and  title  to  the  same,  and  any  grant  or  convey* 
ance  which  he  may  have  made,  except  in  the  hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers,  shall  be 
noil  and  void. 

The  testimony  by  the  goyernment;  abundantly  shows,  in  my  judgment, 
that  all  of  these  entries,  except  the  one  in  the  name  of  Daniel  Gamj)- 
beUf  as  to  which,  for  some  unexplained  reason,  no  evidence  was  intro- 
duced, were  made  in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  other  parties 
than  the  entrymen  themselves,  in  plain  violation  of  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  The  testimony  of  the  several  entrymen  who  were  exam- 
ined, though  varying  in  some  particulars,  is  substantially  the  same  in 
many  material  respects.  It  shows,  among  other  things,  that  in  each 
instance  the  numbers  of  the  tract  applied  for  were  obtained  from,  and 
the  filing  was  made  at  the  instance  of  Charles  E.  Beach,  or  Harry  A. 
Marks,  or  some  one  associated  with  them  at  the  time,  in  the  business  of 
securing  parties  to  make  entries  for  redwood  timber  lands  at  the  Hum- 
boldt ofELce;  that  in  nearly  every  instance  the  filing  fees  were  paid  by 
Beach  or  Marks;  that  none  of  the  entrymen,  except  Eichard  Bradley, 
ever  saw  the  lands  applied  for,  or  had  any  personal  knowledge  what- 
ever as  to  the  character  thereof;  that  none  of  them  ever  made  proof  or 
payment  for  the  land,  except  Bradley,  who  made  proof  under  his  pre- 
emption filing,  only,  and  but  few  of  them  knew  anything  about  when, 
or  by  whom  the  proofs  and  payments  were  made;  that  the  numbers  or 
description  of  the  tracts  filed  for  were  generally  obtained  at  the  of^ce 
of  one  Fred  Bell,  a  notary  public,  in  or  adjoining  a  place  in  Eureka, 
known  as  "  Bamum^s  saloon,'^  where  Beach  and  Marks  and  their  asso- 
ciates appear  to  have  had  their  headquarters;  that  the  entryman  in 
each  case,  some  time  after  making  his  filing,  and  usually  at  Fred  Bell's 
office,  signed  a  paper,  the  contents  of  which,  as  a  rule,  he  did  not  know, 
but  which  he  supposed  to  be  a  deed  conveying  the  land  for  which  he 
had  filed  to  one  David  Evans;  and  that  each  entryman,  upon  signing 
said  paper  or  deed,  received  from  Beach  or  Marks  the  sum  of  $50, 
except  Bradley,  who  received  $50  for  making  a  timber  land  entry,  and 
$150,  or  over,  for  making  his  pre-emption  entry.  Bradley  has  a  written 
agreement  with  Marks,  to  the  effect  that  he  was  to  have  $50  in  the  one 
case  and  $150  in  the  other.    Entryman  Henry  S.  Peterson  also  testified 
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that  there  was  a  written  agreement  in  his  case^  to  the  effect  that  he 
was  to  receive  $50  for  making  his  filing.  Most  of  the  other  entrymen 
who  were  examined  testified,  either  that  they  were  each  promised  the 
sum  of  $50  by  Beach  or  Marks  when  they  made  their  filings,  or  that 
they  fully  understood  they  would  receive  that  amount  of  money  for 
their  services.  Several  of  them  testified  that  their  filings  were  made 
fortheir  own  benefit,  but  in  every  case,  without  either  proof  or  payment 
having  been  made  by  the  entryman,  the  lands  were  conveyed  to  David 
Evans  in  the  usual  manner,  and  each  entryman  received  his  $50  as  in 
other  cases. 

A  great  many  persons  not  parties  to  this  proceeding  were  examined 
as  witnesses.  Thirty,  or  more,  testified,  in  effect,  that  about  the  time 
the  entries  in  question  were  made,  they  were  induced  by  Beach  and 
Marks  to  file  for  lands  under  the  aforesaid  act  of  Congress,  and  that 
they  were  severally  paid  the  sum  of  $50  for  their  services,  except  that 
in  a  very  few  instances  a  larger  amount  was  paid;  that  they  never 
made  proof  or  payment  for  the  lands  embraced  in  their  filings,  nor  did 
they  know  by  whom  such  proof  and  payment  were  made;  that  in  nearly 
every  instance  the  entryman,  about  sixty  or  seventy  days  after  having 
made  his  filing,  and  not  infrequently  within  a  much  shorter  x)eriod,  was 
taken  by  Beach  or  Marks  to  Fred  Bell's  office  in  Bamum's  saloon, 
where  he  signed  some  sort  of  a  paper  which  he  never  read,  but  sup- 
posed to  be  a  deed  conveying  the  land  for  which  he  had  filed  to  David 
Evans  or  some  one  else,  at  which  time  the  $50  was  paid.  They  also 
testified,  either  that  they  were  promised  the  sum  of  $50  each,  by  Beach 
or  Marks,  when  the  filings  were  made,  or  that  they  fully  understood 
they  would  each  receive  that  amount. 

The  testimony  further  shows  that  in  1883,  about  the  time  these  entries 
were  being  made,  it  was  a  matter  of  current  rumor  in  the  town  of 
Eureka,  and  in  the  vicinity  thereof,  that  Beach  and  Marks  were  paying 
men  $50  each  for  taking  up  timber  claims  for  them,  and  that  any  one 
could  get  $50  for  making  a  timber  filing  by  applying  to  Beach  or  Marks 
at  Bamum's  saloon.  Several  of  the  present  entrymen  testified  that 
this  matter  was  so  generally  understood,  that  it  was  unnecessary  for 
them  to  make  any  express  agreement  as  to  the  amount  they  were  to 
receive  for  their  services. 

As  already  stated,  a  number  of  the  parties  whose  entries  are  here 
involved  failed  to  appear  at  the  hearing,  though  notice  was  given  them 
either  by  personal  service,  or  by  publication  when  personal  service  could 
not  be  had,  and  most  of  them  were  personally  summoned  as  witnesses. 
Relative  to  their  entries,  in  addition  to  what  has  already  been  shown 
as  to  the  existing  state  of  affairs  in  Eureka  at  the  time  they  were  made, 
Special  Agents  B.  F.  Bergen  and  Wilson  T.  Smith,  of  your  office,  testi- 
fied to  statements  and  admissions  made  to  one  or  both  of  them,  by  the 
entrymen,  except  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Campbell,  generally  under  oath, 
which  show  that  these  entries  were  made  substantially  in  the  same 
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manner,  as  were  the  entries  of  the  parties  who  apx)eared  and  testified 
in  the  case.  The  filings  were  made  at  the  instance  of  Beach  or  Marks 
or  some  one  associated  with  them,  who  paid  the  filing  fees;  the  entry- 
men  never  made  proof  or  payment;  they  never  saw  the  land  filed  for, 
nor  had  any  personal  knowledge  of  its  character;  and,  as  in  other  cases^ 
they  received  the  amount  of  money  promised  them,  or  which  they  un- 
derstood they  wonld  get,  upon  signing  a  paper  or  deed,  usually  at  Fred 
BeU's  office  in  Bamum's  saloon.  The  testimony  of  Bergen  and  Smith 
is  coiToborated  as  to  several  of  the  entrymen  by  parties  in  the  presence 
of  whom  their  statements  and  admissions  were  made. 

The  testimony  also  shows  that  Beach  and  Marks  had  several  parties 
in  their  employ,  who  acted  as  proof  witnesses,  and  made  the  proofs  for 
them  in  the  various  cases ;  that  for  such  services  the  parties  were  usually 
paid  one  dollar  apiece  for  every  proof  submitted;  that  upon  proof  be- 
ing made  the  lands  were  paid  for  by  Beach  or  Marks,  the  former  having 
paid  into  the  land  office  as  much  as  $6,000  on  one  occasion,  during  the 
time  these  entries  were  being  made;  that  Beach  frequently  made  pay- 
ments on  account  of  lands  entered  by  other  parties,  varying  in  amount 
from  the  price  of  one  claim  to  $6,000;  that  Beach  and  Marks  also  had 
persons  in  their  employ,  whose  business  it  was  to  induce  men  to  make 
timber  filings  for  them,  at  the  price  of  $50  each,  and  for  every  man  so- 
obtained  the  sum  of  $5.00  was  paid  to  the  party  who  secured  him;  that 
a  number  of  persons  were  approached  by  Beach  or  Marks  and  asked 
to  make  timber  filings  for  them,  but  who  declined  to  do  so;  that  Beach 
and  Marks  were  men  of  small  means  and  wholly  unable  to  make  the 
pajrments  they  did,  on  their  own  account. 

Nearly  all  of  the  entrymen  who  were  examined  testified  that  they 
were  not  made  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  the  statements  to  which 
they  were  sworn  when  their  original  entries  were  made;  that  they  did 
not  read  the  statements,  nor  were  the  same  read  or  explained  to  them 
by  anyone  else. 

It  further  appears  from  the  original  deeds  of  conveyance,  or  duly 
certified  copies  thereof,  filed  in  the  record,  that  very  shortly  after  the 
entries  in  question  were  made,  the  lands  embraced  therein  were  con- 
veyed by  the  several  entrymen,  to  David  Evans,  except  in  one  case 
where  the  first  conveyance  was  made  to  Beach,  who  shortly  afterwards 
conveyed  to  Evans;  that  Evans,  immediately  after  the  several  convey- 
ances to  him,  reconveyed  the  lands  to  one  James  D.  Walker;  and  that 
Walker,  by  deed  dated  March  13, 1885,  conveyed  an  undivided  one- 
tenth  interest  therein  to  the  appellant,  H.  G.  Putnam,  and  by  deeds 
dated  respectively  July  16,  1885,  October  9,  1886,  and  February  17, 
1886,  conveyed  the  remainder  of  said  lands  to  William  Henry  Swift, 
Turlington  Walker  Harvey,  and  Kobert  S.  Walker,  trustees,  the  other 
appellants  herein. 

It  is  evident  to  my  mind  from  the  testimony  that  some  of  the  deeds- 
fipom  the  original  entrymen  to  Evans  were  prepared  and  signed  before 
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proof  and  payment  had  been  made  for  the  lands  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed thereby,  and  that  in  such  cases  the  deeds  and  certificates  of 
acknowledgment  thereto  were  dated  so  as  not  to  show  the  tme  state  of 
the  facts.  It  is  also  evident  that  Beach  and  Marks  were  either  em- 
ployed by  Evans  to  procure  men  to  make  the  entries  in  question,  and 
many  others,  or  were  partners  with  him  in  the  business,  and  that  they 
•employed  other  parties  to  aid  them  in  the  execution  of  their  purposes. 
Beach  and  Marks  were  present  at  the  hearing,  but  refused  to  testify, 
although  several  times  requested  to  do  so,  and  it  is  shown  that  they 
were  at  the  time  under  indictment  in  the  United  States  court  for  their 
conduct  in  connection  with  some  of  the  entries  in  question.  It  is  also 
shown  that  an  attempt  was  made  by  Evans  at  Eureka,  in  December, 
1883,  to  bribe  Special  Agent  WiUson  T.  Smith,  who  was  at  that  time 
engaged  in  investigating  these  and  other  entries  with  a  view  to  pre- 
senting an  adverse  rex)ort  thereon. 

The  foregoing  is  believed  to  be  a  fair  summary  of  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted on  behalf  of  the  government,  as  £a<r  as  deemed  necessary  to  an 
intelligent  understanding  and  proper  disposition  of  the  present  contro- 
versy. 

The  evidence  clearly  shows,  in  my  judgment,  nothing  having  been 
produced  in  contradiction  thereof  by  the  defendants,  or  the  intervenorS| 
that  the  entries  in  question,  except  in  the  case  of  Daniel  Campbell, 
were  made  by  the  several  entrymen,  not  for  their  "  own  exclusive  use 
and  benefit,"  but  in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  David  Evans 
a.nd  other  parties  associated  with  him  in  a  bold  and  deliberate  attempt 
to  secure  title  from  the  government  to  large  bodies  of  these  valuable 
redwood  lands,  in  direct  violation  of  the  express  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute under  which  the  entries  were  made.  It  is  true  that,  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  no  very  great  weight  could  reasonably  be  given  to  the 
testimony  of  the  original  entrymen,  who,  when  they  took  the  necessary 
steps  to  procure  their  entries,  appear  to  have  each  filed  the  sworn  state- 
ment required  by  the  statute.  If  they  testified  truthfully  as  witnessesa 
in  this  pase,  they  wilfully  swore  falsely  when  their  original  written 
statements  were  filed,  unless  it  be  true  that  they  did  not  know  the  con- 
tents  of  such  statements.  In  view,  however,  of  the  great  amount  of 
other  evidence  in  the  case,  all  strongly  corroborative  of  the  present 
testimony  of  these  entrymen,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  question,  in 
my  opinion,  that  they  told  the  truth  when  on  the  witness  standi  and 
that  they  either  deliberately  swore  falsely  when  their  original  written 
statements  were  filed,  or  were  misled  and  deceived  by  Beach  and  Marks 
into  swearing  to  such  statements  without  knowing  the  contents  thereof 
It  is  my  ox>iiuon  that  in  most  cases  they  were  so  deceived,  and  that  they 
really  did  not  know  what  they  were  doing.  The  evidence  shows  that 
there  existed  at  Eureka,  about  the  time  these  entries  were  made,  a 
most  deplorable  condition  of  affairs,  brought  about  by  the  oj^erations 
ef  Evans,  Beach  and  Marks,  and  other  parties  employed  by,  or  assod* 
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ftted  with,  them  in  the  execution  of  their  nnlawfal  purposes.  Honest 
men  were  deceived  by  these  persons  as  to  their  rights;  aliens  temiK)- 
rarily  stopping  at  Eureka  were  induced  to  declare  their  intention  to 
become  citizens  so  as  to  enable  them  to  make  timber  filings,  and. the 
whole  vicinity  appears  to  have  been  literally  scoured  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  men  who  were  willing  to  make  timber  entries  and  accept  the 
sum  of  fifty  dollars  each  for  their  services. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  appellants  that  the  testimony  of 
special  agents  Bergen  and  Smith,  and  other  witnesses,  relative  to  the 
statements  and  admissions  made  to  them  by  the  several  entrymen  (ex* 
cept  Daniel  Campbell,  who  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing)  is  not  admis* 
sible.  I  do  not  think  the  point  is  well  taken.  The  entrymen  are  parties 
to  the  record,  and  the  real  defendants  against  whom  these  proceedings 
were  instituted.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  government  was 
without  -poweT  to  have  compelled  their  attendance  at  the  trial  as  wit- 
nesses, and  I  know  of  no  rule  of  law  governing  the  admissibility  of 
testimony  which  would  exclude  statements  and  admissions  made  by 
them  against  the  validity  of  their  entries,  especially  in  view  of  their 
failure,  and  in  most  cases,  their  absolute  refusal  to  appear  and  testify 
in  relation  thereto.  That  the  intervenors  have  not  had  the  opportunity 
to  cross-examine  the  entrymen  is  in  great  measure,  their  own  fault,  in- 
asmuch as  the  record  shows  that  their  attorneys  at  the  trial  not  only 
advised  that  the  entrymen  could  not  be  compelled  to  attend  and  testify^ 
but  also  took  active  measures  to  secure,  and  did  secure,  the  defeat  of 
the  government  in  its  efibrt  to  obtain  compulsory  process  against  them 
and  other  witnesses  in  the  State  courts  of  Galifomia.  They  can  not 
now  be  heard  to  complain  that  they  have  not  been  allowed  the  privilege 
of  cross-examination. 

It  is  my  judgment,  therefore,  that  the  fraudulent  character  of  all  the 
entries  in  question,  except  the  one  in  the  name  of  Daniel  Campbell,  is 
abundantly  proven. 

The  defense  interposed  by  the  intervenors,  namely,  that  they  are 
bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice,  and  as  such  are  entitled  to  protec- 
tion  under  the  law,  is  next  to  be  considered.  The  testimony  submitted 
by  these  parties  shows  that  James  D.  Walker  was,  in  1882  and  1883,  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Faulkner,  Bell  and  Co.,  o^an  Francisco,  at  that 
time  comxK)sed  of  himself,  Thomas  Menzies  and  W.  B.  Harrison,  which 
had  been,  for  many  years  previously,  doing  business  as  merchants, 
agents  and  brokers,  having  at  various  times,  made  investments  in  the 
United  States  for  parties  in  Scotland  and  elsewhere^  that  David  Evans 
was  a  member  of  the  firm  of  J.  Euss  and  Co.,  also  of  San  Francisco, 
composed  of  J.  Buss,  G.  H.  King  and  himself.  Euss  and  King,  it  ap- 
pears, resided  in  San  Francisco,  but  Evans  resided  at  Eureka.  Some 
time  in  the  spring  or  early  summer  of  1882  a  broker  in  San  Francisco, 
whose  name  is  not  stated,  asked  Walker  if  he  wanted  to  purchase  some 
rM^wood  timber  lands,  to  which  he  replied  that  he  would  do  so,  if  every- 
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thing  wa«  satisfkctory.  Walker  was  thereupon  introduced  by  the  broker 
to  G.  H.  King,  of  the  firm  of  J.  Buss  and  Go.  King  told  him  there  was 
a  large  body  of  redwood  timber  lands  in  Humboldt  county  that  would 
soon  be  offered  for  entry;  that  his  firm  had  dealt  largely  in  such  lands, 
but  did  not,  at  that  time,  have  the  money  to  purchase  or  develop  these 
lands;  and  the  prox>osition  was  made  to  Walker  that  he  and  hisfirienda 
should  buy  the  lands  and  allow  King's  firm  (J.  Buss  and  Go.)  an  inter- 
est therein  by  way  of  a  loan.  King  further  represented  that  his  firm  was 
well  known  in  the  district,  and  was  in  a  x>osition  to  acquire  the  lands 
very  readily;  that  they  would  be  quickly  taken  up  if  it  were  known 
that  his  firm  was  a  buyer.  Walker  thereux)on  sent  an  expert  lumber- 
man to  examine  the  lands,  and  his  rex>ort  was  so  favorable  that,  after 
several  interviews  with  King,  it  was  finally  arranged  between  them  that 
Walker  should  buy  of  J.  Buss  and  Go.  fifty  thousand  acres  at  seven 
dollars  x>er  acre. 

Thereupon,  in  the  early  fall  of  1882,  Walker  went  to  Edinburgh,  Scot- 
land, and  on  October  23,  of  that  year,  entered  into  a  written  agree- 
inent  or  contract  with  certain  Scotch  parties,  by  which  the  latter  agreed 
to  make  a  purchase  of  fifty  thousand  acres  of  redwood  timber  lands  in 
Humboldt  county,  Galifornia,  at  the  price  of  seven  dollars  per  acre^ 
and  to  provide  the  necessary  ftinds  to  make  such  purchase;  that  the 
title  to  the  lands  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  Walker,  as  trustee  for 
the  Scotch  parties;  that  uxK>n  acquiring  said  lands.  Walker  should 
forward  to  WUliam  John  Menzies,  of  Edinburgh,  one  of  the  parties  to 
the  agreement,  the  certificate  of  G.  Temple  Emmett,  a  lawyer  of  San 
Francisco,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  acquired  a  good  title,  accompanied 
by  the  certificate  of  one  James  Townsend  as  to  the  character  of  the 
lands,  whereupon  he  would  be  entitled  to  draw  upon  said  William  John 
Menzies  for  the  amount  of  funds  necessary  to  pay  for  the  lands  acquired^ 
at  the  lurice  named,  not  to  exceed  fifty  thousand  acres,  it  being  ftirther 
agreed  by  the  Scotch  parties  that  they  would  severally  contribute  the 
amounts  subscribed  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  drafts  on 
said  Menzies;  that  after  the  lands  had  been  acquired  and  paid  for, 
there  should  be  formed  in  Scotland  a  company,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
the  same  and  providing  the  necessary  ftmds  to  develop  them;  that  in 
forming  such  company  the  subscribers  to  the  agreement  should  be  en- 
titled to  preferred  stock,  to  the  extent  of  the  several  amounts  originally 
subscribed,  and  that  any  profits  which  might  arise  in  floating  such 
company  should  be  divided,  one  half  to  Walker  and  the  other  half  to 
the  Scotch  parties. 

It  is  stated  by  Walker  in  his  testimony,  taken  in  July,  1887,  in  London, 
England,  where  he  then  resided,  having  removed  thereto  from  Cali- 
fornia, that  after  said  agreement  was  made  he  cabled  his  firm  (Faulkner, 
Bell  and  Co.)  to  accept  the  proposition  of  J.  Buss  and  Co.,  and  he  did 
not  return  to  San  Francisco  until  November,  1882.  He  ftirther  states, 
in  substance,  that  the  price  of  seven  dollars  x>^r  acre  was  agreed  upon 
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by  King  and  himself^  without  any  knowledge  on  Ms  part  of  the  price 
the  government  charged  for  the  lands;  that  he  never  knew  what  price 
Bass  and  Go.  paid,  and  was  always  informed  by  them  that  they  made 
but  little  profit  in  the  transaction;  that  he  had  no  knowledge  how,  or 
by  what  means,  Boss  and  Go.  were  to  purchase  or  acquire  the  lands; 
that  there  was  no  contract  to  furnish  any  particular  lands,  but  simply 
redwood  lands,  on  Bedwood  Greek  in  Humboldt  Gounty,  to  the  extent 
of  fifty  thousand  acres;  that  when  he  went  to  Edinburgh  and  got  the 
Scot<2h  parties  together,  he  informed  them  of  the  offer  that  had  been 
made  him,  and  what  he  knew  about  redwood  lands,  stating  to  them  that 
as  they  were  apprehensive  as  to  the  outcome  of  some  previous  invest- 
ments  made  in  the  United  States  through  his  firm,  he  thought  they  had 
a  good  chance  to  make  something  out  of  the  purchase  of  these  lands^ 
which  he  would  sell  them  at  just  what  they  ^ere  to  cost  him,  with  the 
understanding  that  he  was  to  have  one-half  the  profits  that  might 
accrue  from  the  floating  of  a  company  to  take  and  develop  the  lands; 
that  before  going  to  Edinburgh  he  had  consulted  G.  Temple  Emmett, 
one  of  the  most  prominent  lawyers  in  San  Francisco,  and  a  man  of  high 
reputation  for  integrity,  who  informed  him  that  the  title  to  the  lands, 
if  purchased,  as  proposed,  would  be  good;  that  he  was  unacquainted 
with  the  timber  land  act,  knew  nothing  about  the  manner  in  which  the 
lands  were  to  be  entered,  and  only  understood  that  after  they  were 
entered,  Buss  and  Go.  would  become  purchasers;  that  Buss  and  Go. 
were  to  acquire  a  good  title  to  the  lands  and  to  turn  that  title  over  to 
him;  that  he  stated  all  the  facts  to  the  Scotch  parties,  who  thereupon 
accepted  his  proiK>sition,  which  resulted  in  the  agreement  aforesaid; 
fhat|  subsequently  thereto,  H.  G.  Putnam,  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin^ 
became  a  contributor  to  the  fund  and  was  allowed  a  one-tenth  interest 
in  all  the  lands  purchased;  that  after  his  return  from  Edinburgh  he 
frequently  consulted  with  Mr.  Emmett,  and  took  no  step  in  the  matter 
without  his  advice  and  approval;  that  deeds  were  received  from  Buss 
and  E[ing  and  he  was  then  told  that  David  Evans  was  a  member  of 
their  firm  and  held  the  titles  for  the  firm;  that  he  did  not  know  Evans, 
und  had  never  met  him  or  had  any  communication  with  him,  all  his 
business  with  J.  Buss  and  Go.  having  been  done  with  either  Buss  or 
King;  that  when  he  learned  he  was  not  to  get  patents  for  the  lands 
when  x>aid  for,  he  consulted  Mr.  Emmett,  who  informed  him  that  after 
the  receipt  was  issued  by  tiie  receiver,  the  issuing  of  patent  was  a  mere 
formality  and  would  follow  in  due  time  as  a  matter  of  course;  that 
Emmett  pointed  out  to  him  several  cases  wherein  the  deed  had  been 
made  before  the  issue  of  the  receiver's  receipt,  but  explained  that  under 
certain  regulations  of  the  Land  Department  this  did  not  constitute  a 
defect  in  the  title,  and  that  as  the  deed  was  always  made  after  the  issue 
of  the  receiver's  receipt,  and  was  accompanied  by  the  receipt,  he  could 
safely  take  such  title;  that  the  deeds  and  papers  were  all  submitted 
to  1&.  Emmett,  and  were  only  accepted  in  accordance  with  his  opinion 
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and  advice,  the  qnestion  of  title  being  left  entirely  to  him ;  that  Hie 
lands  were  subsequently  conveyed  to  Swifb^  Harvey  and  Walker,  trus- 
tees,  in  consequence  of  a  disagreement  between  the  Scotch  parties  and 
himself^  that  he  executed  a  deed  directly  to  Putnam  for  his  interest  as 
a  matter  of  justice  to  him,  inasmuch  as  he  was  not  concerned  in  the 
difficulty  with  the  Scotch  parties;  that  in  August,  1883,  he  parted  with 
any  interest  then  in  him,  or  that  he  might  acquire  in  connection  with 
the  purchase  of  said  lands  and  has  now  no  interest  whatever  therein. 
He  further  stated : 

I  knew  nothing  whatever  of  the  manner  in  which  Mr.  EvanB  acquired  the  title  of 
the  lands  beyond  what  was  disclosed  by  the  title  papers  which  were  presented  to 
me.  1  never  knew  of  Beach  and  Marks.  I  saw  Marks  for  the  first  time  in  Septem- 
ber, 1883,  and  never  previously  had  heard  of  him.  I  have  never  met  Beach.  Some 
time  after  the  lands  had  been  obtained  by  me  and  paid  for,  I  saw  some  charges  in 
the  newspapers  that  Redwood  timber  lands  in  Humboldt  county  had  been  fraudu- 
lently entered I  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  any  agreement  or 

arrangement  to  enter  the  lands  or  any  of  them  and  then  seU  them  after  the  entry 
was  made.  I  knew  nothing  whatever  about  the  entering  of  the  lands.  I  pischased 
the  lands  from  Russ  and  Co.,  and  told  Mr.  Emmett  everything  I  knew  about  the 
matter  and  submitted  all  papers  of  every  kind  connected  with  the  lands  to  him,  and 
trusted  to  his  legal  advice  in  regard  to  the  title,  and  in  £act  I  did  not  accept  any  of 
the  lands  until  Mr.  Emmett  had  approved  the  title  ....  I  was  not  a  partneri 
nor  was  I  interested,  either  directly  ot  indirectly,  with  Rna8|  King  or  £va,ns,  or 
either  of  them,  in  the  acquisition  or  purchase  of  any  lands  from  the  United  States. 

It  is  further  shown  that  as  fast  as  the  lands  were  conveyed  by 
Evans  to  Walker  and  the  titles  accepted  by  the  latter,  drafts  were 
drawn  on  the  Scotch  x>arties  by  Faulkner,  Bell  and  Oo.,  whereby  the 
funds  to  pay  for  the  same  were  secured.  In  this  manner  the  firm  of 
J.  Buss  and  Go.  was  paid  for  the  lands,  at  the  rate  of  seven  dollars  per 

acre. 

On  July  7, 1885,  the  Scotch  parties  organized  the  Humboldt  Bed- 
'wood  Company  (limited)  for  the  purpose  of  taking  these  lands,  and 
they  are  now  held,  except  the  one-tenth  interest  of  Putnam,  which  is 
in  his  own  name,  by  the  said  Swifb  and  others,  trustees,  under  the 
Aforesaid  deeds  from  Walker,  for  the  benefit  of  that  company. 
.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  Walker. 
On  the  contrary,  he  is  corroborated  in  many  particulars  by  the  testi- 
mony of  Sir  George  Warrender,  and  others,  of  the  Scotch  parties, 
"Whose  dex)OSitions  were  taken  in  Edinburgh,  in  1887,  ajid  are  now  on  file 
in  the  record.  Most  of  these  parties  were  subscribers  to  the  fund  which 
was  raised  under  the  agreement  of  October  23, 1882,  to  pay  for  the 
lands,  and  were  stockholders  in  the  Humboldt  Bed  wood  Gompany  when 
-their  depositions  were  taken.  Their  testimony  is  to  the  effect  that  they 
had  no  knowledge  whatever  of  any  fraud  or  irregularity  of  any  kind  or 
•description  in  the  manner  in  which  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question 
was  obtained,  until  after  their  several  subscriptions  to  the  fund  afore- 
jsaid  had  been  fully  paid,  or  their  respective  interests  in  the  lands  had 
i>een  acquired;  that  in  making  the  agreement  of  October  23, 1882,  they 
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relied  entirely  upon  the  representations  made  to  them  by  Walker,  in 
whose  integrity  they  had  the  ntmost  confidence;  that  they  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  manner  in  which  title  to  the  lands  was  to  be  acqnired 
by  Walker,  the  nnderstanding  being  that  he  was  to  be  their  vendor  and 
was  to  acquire  a  good  title  before  they  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  for 
the  lands ;  that  they  never  knew  of  Evans  having  had  anything  to  do  with 
acquiring  the  title  from  the  government  until  after  the  lands  had  been 
obtained  and  paid  for,  and  that  they  never  knew  or  heard  of  Beach  or 
Marks  until  after  the  institution  of  the  present  proceedings.  The  tes- 
timony of  Putnam  is  also  to  the  effect  that  when  he  acquired  his  inter- 
est in  the  lands,  he  had  no  knowledge  whatever  of  any  irregularity  or 
defect  in  the  tifle,  and  that  he  first  learned  of  such  irregularity  in  May, 
1866. 

'  Conceding,  arguendo,  that  the  intervenors  had  no  actual  knowledge 
Of  the  fraudulent  character  of  said  entries,  are  they  entitled  to  the  lands 
on  the  claim  that  they  are  "  bona  fide  purchasers''!    I  think  not. 

The  act  under  which  the  entries  were  made  contains  a  provision,  as 
We  have  seen,  that  if  any  person  taking  the  oath  therein  prescribed 

BLaU  swear  falsely  m  the  premiseSi  be  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  pains  and  penalties 
of  perjury,  and  shall  forfeit  the  money  which  he  may  have  paid  for  said  lands,  and 
all  right  and  title  to  the  same ;  and  any  grant  or  conveyance  which  he  may  have 
made,  except  in  the  hands  of  5afui>l40  purchasers,  shaU  be  null  and  void. 

The  pre-emption  law  (section  2262  E.  8.)  contains  a  similar  provision, 
except  it  is  not  therein  stated  that  the  person  swearing  falsely  shall  <<  be 
subject  to  all  the  pains  and  penalties  of  perjury." 

Many  cases  have  arisen  before  this  Department  and  In  the  courts, 
under  the  general  land  laws,  involving  the  rights  of  purchasers  before 
patent;  without  notice  of  defects  in  the  title,  subsequently  found  to 
have  existed  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.  In  such  cases,  as  a  general 
rule,  it  has  been  held,  in  effect,  (1)  that  the  action  of  the  local  ofQcers 
in  accepting  proof  and  payment,  and  issuing  duplicate  receiver's  re- 
ceipt, is  not  a  final  adjudication  in  fiaivor  of  the  entryman,  and  does  not 
preclude  the  Land  Department  from  subsequently  inquiring  into  the 
good  faith  of  the  transaction,  and  canceling  the  entry,  if  found  to  have 
been  obtained  through  fraud,  or  that  the  entryman  has  failed  in  any 
particular  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law;  (2)  that,  even 
when  an  entry  is  made  in  good  faith,  and  the  law  in  all  respects  has 
been  complied  with,  the  entryman,  by  his  receivei^s  duplicate  receipt, 
takes  only  an  equity,  the  legal  title  to  the  land  remaining  in  thegovem- 
i!iient  until  patent  issues ;  and  (3)  that  a  purchaser  prior  to  patent  takes 
only  the  equity  of  the  entryman,  is  charged  with  notice  of  the  law  and 
the  supervisory  control  of  the  Land  Department  over  the  action  of  the 
local  officers,  and  stands  in  no  better  position  than  the  entryman  him- 
self. A  long  line  of  decisions  support  these  propositions  as  appUed  to 
ihe  public  land  laws  as  a  whole,  and  in  the  later  cases  they  have  been 
adhered  to  with  marked  uniformity.    I  need  only  refer  to  the  eases  of 
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Smith.  V.  Coster  (8  L.  D.,  269);  Travelers'  Insarance  Company  (9  L.  D. 
316),  United  States  v.  Montgomery,  et  al.  (11  L.  D.;  484);  Gates  v.  Scott 
(13  L.  D.,  383).  , 

Counsel  for  the  appellants  do  not  assail  the  correctness  of  the  prin- 
ciple announced  in  those  authorities^  but,  conceding  the  same  to  be  cor- 
rect in  a  general  way,  contend  that  Congress  has  engrafted  a  modifica- 
tion of  that  general  doctrine  upon  tiie  pre-emption  law,  and  upon  the 
timber  and  stone  act  now  under  consideration.  Their  contention,  sub- 
stantially stated,  is  that,  whilst  the  general  doctrine  is  correct  in  its  ap- 
plication to  all  other  land  laws  except  these  two,  and  whilst  it  is  equally 
correct  even  as  to  these  two  laws  in  all  matters  involving  jurisdiction 
to  sell  the  lands  entered,  or,  where  the  proof  of  compliance  with  the 
conditions  precedent  to  entry  are  either  lacking  or  false;  yet  that  Con- 
gress has  modified  the  doctrine  and  made  an  exception  of  its  applica- 
tion to  those  matters  of  pure  conscience,  which  rest  wholly  upon  the 
oath  of  the  entryman  and  relate  to  matters  either  entirely  within  his 
own  personal  knowledge,  or  about  which  the  public  has  no  means  of 
informing  itself:  In  other  words,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  affirmative 
acts  required  of  the  entryman  have  not  been  performed,  or  the  land  en- 
tered, for  any  reason,  was  not  of  the  character  subject  to  entry,  it  is 
conceded  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  Congress  to  protect  purchas- 
ers after  entry  and  before  patent,  without  knowledge  in  &etof  such  de- 
fect in  the  entry;  but  that,  in  cases  arising  under  either  of  these  two 
laws,  wherein  there  is  nothing  on  the  ground  or  in  the  record  to  ad- 
vise purchasers  before  patent  of  the  existence  of  fraud  in  the  entry,  or 
of  non-compliance  with  the  law,  and  the  only  defect  arises  from  the  false 
oath  of  the  entryman  as  to  matters  of  personal  conscience  and  touching 
his  antecedent  intent  or  concealed  purpose  to  violate  the  law,  it  was 
the  intention  of  Congress  to  protect  innocent  purchasers  in  all  such 
cases. 

The  case  of  Smith  v.  Custer,  supra^  was  one  which  involved  this  pre- 
cise questioiu  It  is  asserted,  however,  by  counsel  for  appellants,  that 
no  such  case  has,  as  yet,  arisen  in  the  courts.  In  Smith  v.  Custer  the 
controversy  arose  under  the  pre-emption  law,  and  was  based  upon  the 
false  oath  of  the  entryman.  The  affidavit  prescribed  by  the  statute 
had  been  made,  but  subsequently  to  the  entry  it  was  ascertained  that 
prior  to  making  final  proof  the  entryman,  Custer,  had  made  an  agree- 
ment with  one  Cavanaugh,  to  convey  the  land  to  him  upon  receipt  of 
final  certificate  from  the  local  officers.  By  means  of  several  convey- 
ances, the  land  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  having  no 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  said  agreement.  It  was  held  by  the  De- 
partment that  such  purchaser,  having  taken  the  title,  such  as  it  was, 
which  was  evidenced  by  the  receiver's  receipt  to  the  pre- emptor,  was 
not  entitled  to  protection  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  oath  required  to  be  taken  by  an  appli- 
cant to  purchase  under  the  timber  and  stone  act,  is  not  confined  to  mat- 
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ters  solely  within  his  own  knowledge,  or  about  which  the  general  public 
could  have  no  means  of  informing  itself;  such  as,  that  he  has  made  no 
other  application  under  the  act,  does  not  apply  to  purchase  on  specula- 
tion, but  for  his  own  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  and  has  made  no  agree- 
ment or  contract  in  any  way  or  manner,  by  which  the  title  should  inure, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the  benefit  of  any  one  other  than  himself;  but  it 
also  covers  matters  relating  to  the  character  and  condition  of  the  land, 
about  which  all  persons  would  have  an  equal  opportunity  with  the  ap- 
plicant to  inform  themselves.  He  is  required  to  swear,  among  other 
things,  that  the  land  is  unfit  for  cultivation,  is  "valuable  chiefly  for  its 
timber  or  stone,  is  uninhabited,  and  contains  no  improvements,  except 
for  certain  purposes,  save  such  as  were  made  by  or  belong  to  himself. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  that,  under  the  act,  if  it  shall  be  ascer- 
tained that  the  person  taking  such  oath  has  sworn  falsely  ^^  in  theprem- 
ise8y^\  that  is,  with  reference  either  to  the  character  or  the  condition  of 
the  laud,  as  to  which  the  general  public  has  had  equal  opportunity  with 
himself  to  become  informed,  or  with  reference  to  matters  about  which 
the  public  has  had  no  such  opportunity,  the  penalties  and  forfeitures  pre- 
scribed are  visited  upon  him,  and  any  grant  or  conveyance  which  he  may 
have  made,  with  the  exception  stated,  is  declared  to  be  ntdl  and  void, 
alike  in  either  case.  The  statute  makes  no  distinction  as  to  the  conse- 
quences of  the  false  swearing  of  the  entryman;  they  are  the  same 
whether  the  oath  be  false  in  the  one  particular  or  the  other. 

To  sustain  the  contention  of  counsel,  the  statute  would  have  to  be 
eonstrued  to  mean  that  where  the  applicant  had  sworn  falsely  as  to  the 
character  or  condition  of  the  land,  and  subsequently  to  entry  and  be- 
fore patent  had  sold  to  a  party  having  no  knowledge  of  the  false  oath, 
such  party  would  not  be  protected  as  an  innocent  purchaser,  whereas, 
if  the  entryman  had  sworn  falsely  as  touching  some  antecedent  hidden 
intent,  or  concealed  purpose  on  his  part  to  violate  the  law  in  making 
the  entry,  and  subsequently  thereto  and  before  patent  had  sold  to  a 
party  having  no  knowledge  of  the  false  oath,  in  such  case  it  was  the 
intention  of  Congress  to  protect  the  party  buying,  as  a  "  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser": In  other  words,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  transferee  would 
be  a  *'  bona  fide  purchaser,''  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in 
the  statute,  while  in  the  former  he  would  not.  In  my  judgment,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  statute  to  warrant  such  a  construction.  There  is  noth- 
ing to  indicate  a  purpose  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  distinguish  between 
the  two  classes  of  purchasers  mentioned,  or  to  constitute  the  latter 
class  "  bona  fide  purchasers,"  within  the  legal  import  of  that  term. 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  land  is  one  who  is  the  purchaser  of  the  legal 
title,  or  estate;  and  a  purchaser  of  a  mere  equity  is  not  embraced  in 
the  definition.  Boone  v.  Chiles  (10  Peters,  177);  (3  Ops.  Att'y  Gen'l, 
664).  This  was  the  well-defined  meaning  of  the  term  long  before  the 
enactment  of  the  statute  under  consideration,  and,  under  a  well  estab- 
Kshed  rule  of  construction,  unless  it  is  apparent  that  Congress  intended 
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it  to  have  a  different  meaxuug,  it  is  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  nsed 
in  its  technical  sense.  There  is  nothing  in  the  present  statute  to  indi- 
cate that  Congress  used  the  term  in  any  other  than  its  technical  sense. 
Indeed,  it  )nay  properly  be  considered  as  having  attained  a  technical 
meaning  as  used  by  Congress  in  previous  legislation  relating  to  the  dis- 
posal of  the  public  lands.  As  long  ago  as  1841,  Attorney-General  Le. 
gare  (3  Op'ns,  svpra)^  in  considering  a  case  which  arose  under  the  pre- 
emption act  of  1838  (1  Lester,  49),  involving  the  use  of  the  term  in  that 
act,  and  the  right  of  an  assignee  of  a  pre-emption  claimant  thereunder, 
held: 

The  assignee  took  only  an  equity,  and  he  took  it  of  course  subject  to  all  prior 
equities.  The  patent,  it  is  needless  to  say,  is  the  only  complete  legal  title  under  our 
land  laws.  But  to  protect  a  purchaser  under  the  plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice,  he  must  have  a  complete  legal  title. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Boot  v.  Shields  (1  Wool.,  340),  de- 
cided in  1868  by  the  late  Justice  Miller  of  the  supreme  court.  That 
case  arose  under  the  pre-emption  act  of  1841,  which  is  substantially  the 
law  as  interpreted  in  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  transferees  of  Shields, 
the  pre-emptor,  whose  entry  was  declared  t-o  be  void,  claimed  protec- 
tion as  bona  fide  purchasers.    In  denying  that  claim,  the  court  said: 

Until  the  issue  of  patent,  the  legal  title  remained  in  the  United  States.  Had  his 
entry  been  valid.  Shields  would  have  taken  only  an  equity.  His  grantees  took  only 
an  equity.  They  did  not  aoqnire  the  legal  title.  And  in  order  to  establish  in  him- 
self the  character  of  a  bona  ftde  purehaser,  a  party  muat  abow  that  in  his  purchase 
and  by  the  conveyaaoe  to  him,  he  acquired  the  legal  title. 

It  tlius  appears  that  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  under  oonsidera- 
tion  (June  3, 1878,)  it  had  been  determined^  both  by  executive  constnic- 
tion  and  judicial  interpretation,  that  the  term  <^  bona  fide  purchaser,"  as 
used  in  the  pre  emption  law,  was  so  used  in  its  technical  sense,  or  with 
reference  to  its  previously-known  and  well-defined  legal  import.  It  is 
therefore  to  be  presumed,  nothing  appearing  to  the  contrary,  that  Con- 
gress in  making  use  of  the  term  in  the  timber  and  stone  act  did  so  in 
the  light  of  such  construction,  and  must  have  intended  its  use  in  the 
same  sense  as  in  the  pre-emption  law,  namely,  that  to  be  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  within  the  protection  of  the  statute,  a  party  must  have  ac- 
quired by  his  purchase  and  the  conveyance  to  him  a  complete  legal 
title. 

Walker,  by  his  purchase  of  the  lands  in  question  from  J.  Kuss  and 
Co.,  and  the  conveyance  to  him  by  Evans  as  the  representative  of  that 
firm,  took  only  an  equit3\  lie  did  not  obtain  the  legal  title.  Patents 
never  having  been  issued,  the  legal  title  stiU  remains  in  the  United 
States.  Walker  purchased  for  the  Scotch  parties  with  full  knowledge 
of  that  fact,  as  is  shown  by  his  own  testimony.  He  is  charged  with 
notice  of  the  law,  and  the  supervisory  control  of  the  Land  Department 
over  the  action  of  the  local  ofticers  in  allowing  the  entries  to  be  made. 
He  is  not,  tliereofore  a  "])ona  fide  purchaser"  within  the  meaning  of 
that  term  as  used  in  the  statute.    The  iuterveuors  herein  stand  in  no 
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better  position.  By  the  conveyance  to  them  from  Walker,  they  took 
only  such  title  as  the  latter  had.  It  is  my  Judgment,  therefore,  that  the 
entries  in  question,  except  that  of  Daniel  Campbell,  were  properly  can* 
celed. 

The  recent  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  the  United 
States  V.  David  E.  Budd  and  James  B.  Montgomery  (143  jCT.  S.,  ) 
has  not  escaped  my  attention,  and  in  my  judgment,  it  does  not  conflict 
with  the  views  herein  expressed.  That  case  arose  upon  the  application 
of  the  government  to  set  aside  a  patent  issued  to  Budd,  for  land 
which  was  subsequently  conveyed  to  said  Montgomery  upon  the  ground 
that  the  land  was  not  timber  land  within  the  meaning  of  said  act, 
and  that  the  title  to  it  was  obtained  wrongfully  and  fraudulently, 
and  in  defiance  of  the  restrictions  of  the  statute,  and  the  court  held  that 
the  act  provides  for  the  sale  of  lands  valuable  chiefly  for  timber,  but 
unfit,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  for  cultivation,  and  that  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted by  the  government  in  that  case  was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge  of  the  (Jnited  States  that  the  patentee  had  wrongAilly  and  fraud- 
ulently made  an  agreement  with  his  co-defendant  by  which  the  title  he 
was  to  acquire  from  the  government  should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  such 
co-defendant.  In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment is  not  based  ux)on  the  character  of  the  land,  whether  chiefly  valu- 
able for  timber  or  not,  but  upon  the  sufficient  and  overwhelming  proof 
of  fraud  in  the  making  of  said  entries,  which  renders  it  necessary  that 
the  same  should  be  canceled.  In  the  case  last  cited  the  court  said 
<^  But  after  all,  the  question  is  not  so  much  one  of  law  for  the  courts  after 
the  issue  of  the  patent,  as  of  fact,  in  the  first  instance,  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  land  officers.^ 

The  claim  of  counsel  that  the  entries  should  be  submitted  to  the 
board  of  equitable  adjudication  for  final  action  thereon  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. Eule  15,  adopted  by  that  board  in  1847,  within  the  spirit  of 
which  it  is  claimed  these  entries  are  embraced,  has  long  since  become 
obsolete,  which  fact  furnishes  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  contention  of 
counsel,  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  said  rule,  when  adopted,  was  not 
entirely  without  the  contemplation  of  the  statute  creating  said  board. 
(See  section  2450  Kevised  Stats.) 

The  judgment  of  your  office,  cancelling  the  entries  in  question,  must 
therefore  be  affirmed,  except  as  to  the  entry  of  Daniel  Campbell,  rela- 
tive to  which  you  are  directed  to  make  ftirther  inquiry,  and  if  necessary, 
to  order  a  special  hearing  in  the  premises;  whereupon  you  will  proceed 
to  readjudicate  the  case  as  to  that  entry. 
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« 

pboceedings  on  final  pboof-contesi. 

Nix  v.  Bbaziel. 

The  pendency  of  an  appeal  from  a  decision  that  rejects  final  proof,  bnt  leares  the 
original  entry  intact;  does  not  preclude  the  initiation  of  a  contest  against  such 
entry. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  April  16, 1892. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1885,  Jobe  B.  Braziel  made  homestead  entry  for 
the  NW.  i  of  the  NB.  J,  the  IT.  J  of  the  ITW.  i,  and  the  SB.  i  of  the 
NW.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  63  N.,  B.  82  W.,  at  the  Cheyenne  land  district, 
Wyoming. 

He  made  final  commutation  proof  before  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
of  Johnson  county,  Wyoming,  on  the  19th  of  January,  1886,  which  was 
accompanied  by  an  affidavit  in  which  he  stated  that  he  made  settlement 
upon  the  land  in  December,  1884,  and  had  continued  to  reside  thereon 
up  to  the  date  of  making  such  final  proof,  and  that  he  had  broken  and 
cultivated  fifty  acres  of  said  land. 

The  register  and  receiver  endorsed  upon  said  proof  the  following: 
^'Bejected  because  testimony  of  witnesses  and  claimant  as  to  residence 
is  not  satisfactory,"  and  on  the  15th  of  March,  1886,  returned  the  same 
to  Braziel,  with  a  letter  stating  that  such  proof  was  rejected  as  not 
satisfactory  to  them.  From  this  action  on  their  part^  he  appealed  to 
your  office. 

On  the  28th  of  February,  1888,  Bobert  L.  ^ix.  filed  in  the  local  office 
bis  corroborated  affidavit  of  contest,  wherein  he  alleged  that  Braziel 
had  wholly  abandoned  the  tract,  had  changed  his  residence  therefrom 
for  more  than  six  months  since  making  said  entry,  that  the  tract  was 
not  settled  upon  and  cultivated  by  him  as  required  by  law,  and  that 
for  the  six  months  last  past  he  had  been  a  non-resident  of  the  Territory 
of  Wyoming. 

The  parties  were  summoned  to  appear  before  a  notary  public,  named 
in  the  notice  of  contest,  on  the  9th  of  April,  1888,  ^^  to  respond  and 
furnish  testimony  concerning  said  alleged  abandonment,"  with  final 
hearing  before  the  local  officers  on  the  17th  of  that  month.  This 
notice  was  served  upon  Braziel  by  publication,  and  on  the  said  9th  of 
April,  Nix  appeared  in  person  and  by  attorney  and  filed  affidavits  of 
compliance  with  the  rules  of  practice  in  the  matter  of  posting  the  con- 
test notice,  and  of  mailing  a  copy  thereof  to  Braziel  in  a  registered 
letter. 

Braziel  made  a  special  appearance  by  attorney,  for  the  purpose  of 
moving  to  dismiss  the  contest,  and  that  the  service  be  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  that  the  notice  had  not  been  posted  upon  the  land  as  required 
by  rule  14,  supporting  his  motion  by  affidavits. 
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The  notary  having  been  commissioned  to  take  the  testimony  in  the 
case,  declined  to  decide  the  motion,  bnt  continued  the  hearing  ontil 
the  next  morning  when  additional  affidavits  on  the  question  of  i>osting 
the  notice  were  filed,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  appeared  specially 
and  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  because  the  notice  of  contest  did  not 
comply  with  rule  8  of  practice,  and  because  it  did  not  allege  or  state 
any  grounds  or  reasons  on  which  a  contest  could  be  based.  This  motion 
was  denied,  and  defendant's  counsel  excepted  to  such  ruling. 

The  contestant  then  submitted  his  evidence,  his  witnesses  being  cross, 
examined  at  great  length  by  defendant's  counsel  who  introduced  no 
testimony  in  support  of  Braziel's  claim. 

The  testimony  was  not  returned  to  the  Oheyenne  land  office  in  time 
for  the  final  hearing  before  the  local  officers  there  on  the  17th  of  April^ 
and  a  new  office  having  been  established  at  Buffalo,  Wyoming,  which 
district  embraced  the  land  in  quei^tion,  the  Commissioner  was  directed 
to  return  the  testimony  to  that  office.  This  new  office  was  opened  for 
business  on  the  first  of  May,  1888,  and  the  testimony  in  the  case  was 
received  there  on  the  third  of  that  month.  On  the  23d,  the  counsel  for 
the  respective  parties  appeared  at  the  land  office  in  Buffalo,  and  agreed 
to  submit  argument  in  the  case  on  the  first  of  June  following.  On  that 
day,  the  several  motions  made  in  the  case  were  argued,  but  not  then 
decided. 

No  decision  was  reached  upon  these  motions  until  the  25th  of  January, 
1889,  when  they  were  respectively  denied,  and  the  entry  of  Braziel 
held  for  cancellation.  From  such  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  your 
office,  the  defendant  insisting  that  the  contest  was  irregularly  allowed, 
during  the  pendency  of  his  appeal  in  your  office  from  the  decision  of  the 
local  officers  in  rejecting  his  final  proof,  and  asking  that  the  judgment 
of  the  local  officers  in  the  contest  proceedings  be  reversed,  that  said  pro- 
ceedings be  dismissed,  and  that  in  other  respects  your  decision  be  con- 
fined to  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  Braziel's  final  proof. 

You  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case  on  the  20th  of  February,  1891,  in 
which  you  say: 

In  view  of  this  contest  and  the  view  I  take  of  the  law,  it  cannot  be  Tory  material 
what  disposition  is  made  of  the  appeal  of  this  defendant  from  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  in  rejecting  the  commutation  proof,  bat  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  disposi* 
tion  of  that  case  I  hold  that  the  proof  was  properly  rejected  for  the  reasons  stated  by 
them  and  Jobe  R.  Braziel's  appeal  dismissed. 

Braziel's  appeal  from  the  contest  decision  of  the  local  officers  is  then 
considered  by  you,  and  affirmed,  you  also  held  his  homestead  entry  for 
cancellation.  An  appeal  from  this  decision  brings  the  case  to  the  De- 
partment for  consideration. 

The  errors  complained  of  in  your  opinion  are  enumerated  as  follows: 

First.  In  holding  that  any  contest  could  be  recognized  by  the  local  officers  pend- 
ing the  appeal  by  said  Braziel  from  the  decision  of  said  officers  rejecting  his  final 
proof. 

Second.  In  holding  the  local  office  or  your  office  had  Jurisdiction  oyer  this  oaae. 
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because  the  notice  of  contest  did  not  confoim  to  and  was  not  issaed  in  aooordance 
with  the  rales  of  practice. 

Third.  In  holding  that  the  notice  of  contest  was  properly  posted  npon  the  land, 
and  in  holding  that  the  defendant  has  ever  by  his  presence  or  otherwise  waived  ob- 
jections as  to  the  service  of  the  summons  in  the  case. 

Fourth.  In  holding  homestead  entry  No.  1016  for  cancellationi  and  not  rejecting 
the  contest  of  said  Nix. 

The  decision  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  the  final  proof  of  Braziel, 
left  his  homestead  entry  intact.  Had  his  entry  been  held  for  cancellation 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  contest,  a  different  question  would  have  been 
presented,  and  a  contestant  would  not  be  allowed  to  step  in  between  the 
claimant  and  the  government,  and  secure  preference  rights  of  entry  in 
case  of  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  as  the  result  of  the  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  government.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  government  had 
instituted  no  proceedings  questioning  the  validity  of  Braziel's  entry. 
In  the  case  of  George  F.  Stearns  (8,  L.  D.,  673)  it  was  held  that  "  an 
application  to  contest  an  entry  should  not  be  allowed^  pending  proceed- 
ings instituted  against  the  same  by  the  government.''  This  doctrine 
was  repeated  in  Gage  v.  Lemieuz  (9  L.  D.,  66). 

The  question  presented  by  the  case  before  me  was  discussed  and  de- 
cided in  the  case  of  Glymena  A.  Tail  (6  L.  D.,  833).  In  that  caae  the 
local  officers  and  the  Gommissioner  had  r^ected  the  final  proof  submit- 
ted, and  the  case  was  pending  in  the  Department  ui>on  an  appeal  from 
the  Oomnussioner's  decision.  The  decision  of  your  office  simply  re- 
jected the  final  proof,  but  did  not  hold  the  entry  for  cancellation,  and 
the  Department  held  that  the  application  to  contest  was  prox)erly 
allowed,  and  that  action  on  the  final  proof  of  the  claimant  would  be 
suspended  by  the  Department,  uatO  a  decision  was  rendered  in  such 
contest  proceedings. 

At  the  time  the  contest  was  initiated  the  fact  was  duly  established 
before  the  local  officers,  that  Braziel  was  not  a  resident  of  the  Territory 
of  Wyoming,  but  that  he  resided  with  hifi  family  at  Yernon,  in  the 
State  of  Texas.    The  notice  was  therefore  served  upon  him  by  publica- 
tion.   The  notice  itself  conforms  in  every  particular  with  rule  8  of  Bulea 
of  Practice,  and  the  record  in  the  case  est  ablishes  the  £a«t  that  the  re- 
quirements of  rule  14  were  fully  complied  with,  the  affidavits  filed  by 
the  defendant  tending  to  show  that  a  copy  of  the  notice  was  not  posted 
upon  the  land  in  controversy,  being  more  than  overbalanced  by  the  affi- 
davits and  oral  evidence  of  the  contestant  on  that  question.    My  con- 
clusion, therefore,  is  that  the  local  officers  and  your  office  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversies  and  of  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant, at  the  time  you  respectively  rendered  judgments  in  the  case. 

The  fact  that  Braziel's  residence  upon  the  land  prior  to  his  submis- 
sion of  final  proof,  was  not  such  as  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  law 
under  which  his  entry  was  made,  was  found  by  the  local  officers,  and 
concurred  in  by  you,  and  as  no  objection  is  made  to  that  part  of  your 
decision,  in  the  appeal  before  me,  your  conclusion  is  considered  final 
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on  that  point  The  faet  that  he  has  not  resided  upon  the  land  since 
submitting  snch  final  proof,  is  established  by  all  the  evidence  in  the 
case,  and  the  contrary  is  not  claimed  in  his  behalf. 

Being  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  contest  was  properly  allowed, 
notwithstanding  the  pendency  of  the  appeal  of  Braziel  from  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers  rejecting  his  final  proof^  and  the  allegations  of  the 
contest  affidavit  having  been  established  by  the  evidence  submitted  at 
the  hearing,  it  follows  that  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  in  fetvor  of 
the  contestant  was  correct,  and  that  you  did  not  err  in  afftrming  the 
same.    The  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  affirmed. 


pke-iemftion-^econd  filing-final  pboof. 
Smith  v.  Ohapin. 

A  pre-emption  filing,  made  in  good  faith  by  a  minor,  but  abandoned  when  the  defect 
is  diBcovered,  is  no  bar  to  a  aeoond  filing, 

FbuJ  proof  submitted  during  the  pendency  of  adverse  proceedings  on  appeal,  and 
prior  to  the  amendment  of  rule  53  of  practice,  may  be  considered  under  said 
amendment,  itrhere  due  notice  is  given,  and  no  adverse  right  is  found  to  exist. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Clumdler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Offlce^  April  16y  1892. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1883,  George  W.  Ohapin  filed  his  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  NW  i  of  Sec.  20,  T.  128  N.,  E.  67  W., 
Watertown  land  district,  Dakota,  alleging  settlement  on  the  2d  of  Sep- 
tember, 1882.  At  that  time  he  was  not  the  head  of  a  &mily,  nor  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  and  his  filing  was  therefi)re  invalid.  He  was  then 
eighteen  years  of  age. 

His  disability  as  a  pre-emptor  was  cured  by  his  marriage,  on  the  14th 
of  Jane,  1884,  and  on  the  12th  of  February,  1885,  he  made  actual  set- 
tlement on  the  land  with  his  wife,  and  within  three  months  thereafter 
made  application  at  the  local  land  office  to  make  pre-emption  filing  for 
the  tract,  which  was  reijected  by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason  that  he 
had  previously  exercised  his  pre  emption  right.  He  then  applied  to 
your  office  for  restoration  thereof,  serving  notice  of  such  application 
upon  Smith,  the  plaintiff  herein,  who  had  made  homestead  entry  for  the 
land  on  the  28th  of  February,  1885.  Smith  moved  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
plication, but  on  the  6th  of  January,  1886,  you  canceled  his  declara- 
tory statement  of  April  27, 1883,  as  illegal,  without  prejudice  to  his 
pre-emx)tion  right.  He  also  appealed  from  the  action  of  the  local  offi- 
cers in  rejecting  his  application  to  make  filing  for  the  land,  serving  no- 
tice of  such  appeal  upon  Smith.  In  a  decision  made  by  you  on  the  7th 
of  February,  1887,  you  directed  the  local  officers  to  accept  his  declara- 
tory statement  of  February  12, 1885,  as  of  the  date  of  presentation. 

Smith  appealed  from  such  decision,  and  on  the  19th  of  December, 
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1888,  your  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Department.  On  the  26th  of 
July,  1887,  pending  the  said  appeal  by  Smithy  Ohapin  submitted  his 
final  proof,  Smith  protesting.  A  hearing  was  had  on  the  6th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1887,  resulting  in  a  decision  by  the  local  officers  in  &yor  of  Ghapin. 
From  this  decision  Smith  appealed  to  your  office,  and  in  a  decision 
dated  November  19, 1889,  you  affirmed  the  decision  appealed  from,  al- 
lowed the  final  proof  of  Ohapin,  and  held  the  homestead  entry  of  Smith 
for  cancellation.  The  case  is  before  me  upon  an  appeal  from  your  said 
decision,  the  errors  alleged  to  exist  therein  being  specified  as  follows: 

1.  Error  in  finding  that  Chapin  was  a  legally  qualified  pre-emptor  prior  to  date  of 
Smith's  homestead  entry,  and  hence  had  the  prior  right. 

2.  Error  in  not  finding  that  Chapin  did  not  file  for  the  land  in  controTeray,  after 
settlement  thereon,  within  three  months  from  date  of  becoming  qualified  to  file  a 
declaratory  statement. 

3.  Error  in  not  holding  that  although  Chapin's  settlement  antedated  Smith's  honae- 
stead  entry,  he  could  not  take  advantage  of  such  settlement  unless  he  became  a 
legally  qualified  pre-emptor  prior  to  the  date  that  an  adverse  right  attached. 

When  Chapin  made  settlement  upon  the  land  with  his  wife,  on  the 
12th  of  February,  1885,  he  was  a  qualified  pre-emptor,  and  it  is  not  dis- 
puted that  within  three  months  thereafter  he  applied  to  make  pre-emi>- 
tion  filing  therefor.  That  the  local  officers  erred'  in  rejecting  such 
a^pplicatlon,  on  account  of  his  prior  filing,  was  determined  by  yonr 
decision  of  February  7, 1887,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  Department  on 
the  19th  of  December,  1888.  The  doctrine  of  those  decisions  was  re- 
affirmed in  the  case  of  Maloney  v,  Charles  (11  L.  D.,  371)  where  it  was 
held  that  ^^A  filing  made  in  good  faith  by  a  minor,  but  abandoned  when 
the  fact  of  minority  is  discovered,  is  no  bar  to  a  second  fiUng." 

The  settlement  of  this  question  in  favor  of  Chapin,  disposes  of  all 
the  grounds  of  error  complained  of  by  Smith,  in  your  decision.  Oha- 
pin was  a  qualified  pre-emptor  before  any  adverse  right  to  the  land  at- 
tached, he  made  settlement  upon  the  land  prior  to  the  date  of  Smith's 
homestead  entry,  and  he  applied  to  file  therefor  within  three  months 
after  his  settlement.  He  was  a  resident,  and  had  valuable  improve- 
ments upon  the  land  at  the  time  of  Smith's  entry,  which  facts  were  well 
known  to  Smith,  and  he  has  since  continued  to  reside  upon  and  culti- 
vate the  land. 

The  questions  raised  by  the  appeal  being  disposed  of,  a  still  further 
one  is  presented  for  consideration.  This  relates  to  the  final  proof  made 
by  Chapin  in  the  case.  In  a  long  line  of  departmental  decisions,  which 
will  be  found  in  nearly  every  published  volume,  from  the  case  of  the 
Chicago,  Eock  Island  and  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  v,  Easton  (4  L. 
D.,  265)  to  that  of  Bunn  v.  The  Heirs  of  Franklin  (13  L.  D.,  236), 
it  has  been  held  that  final  proof  should  not  be  allowed  to  be  made,  nor 
submitted  and  accepted,  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest  that  involves 
the  land  in  question.  Should  this  rule  be  adhered  to,  Chapin's  final 
proof,  made  during  the  pendency  of  the  contest  over  the  land  in  contro- 
versy could  not  be  accepted  or  acted  ux>on,  but  it  would  be  necessary  to 
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require  him  to  submit  new  final  proof,  after  due  publication  of  notice 
therefor. 

The  Department,  recognizing  the  fact  that  this  rule  often  resulted  in 
embarrassment,  hardship,  and  unnecessary  expense  to  entrymen,  whose 
every  act  was  characterized  by  the  utmost  good  faith,  changed  rule  53 
of  the  Rules  (rf  Practice,  which  controlled  the  subject,  on  the  15th  of 
March,  1892  (14  L.  D.,  250)  by  adding  to  said  rule  the  following: 

In  all  oases,  however,  where  a  contest  has  been  brought  against  any  entry  or  filing 
on  the  public  lands,  and  trial  has  taken  place,  the  entryman  may,  if  he  so  desires,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  under  which  he  claims,  and  the  rules  of 
the  Departmont,  submit  final  proof  and  complete  the  same,  with  the  exception  of  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  or  commissions,  as  the  case  may  be,  said  final  proof 
will  be  retained  in  the  local  land  office  and  should  the  entry  finaUy  be  adjudged 
valid,  said  final  proof,  if  satisfactory,  will  be  accepted  upon  the  payment  of  the  pur* 
chase  money  or  commissions,  and  final  certificates  will  issue,  without  any  further 
action  on  the  part  of  the  entryman,  except  the  furnishing  of  a  non-alienation  affl« 
davit  by  the  entryman,  or  in  case  of  his  death,  by  his  legal  representatives. 

Your  allowance  of  Ghapin's  final  proof,  in  your  decision  of  November 
19, 1889,  was  improper,  under  the  rule  of  the  Department  then  in  force* 
That  rule  remained  in  force  until  the  adoption  of  the  foregoing  amend- 
ment, and  ordinarily  would  control  in  the  decision  in  this  case.  An  ex- 
amination of  the  circumstances  under  which  such  final  proof  was  made 
shows  that  notice  by  publication  was  given  to  all  the  world  of  the  time 
and placeofmakingthe same,  and  that  Smith,  theonly  party  who  claimed 
an  adverse  interest  in  the  land,  was  specially  notified  to  be  present. 
He  appeared  and  protested,  and  a  trial  was  had  to  determine  the  rights 
of  Ohapin  and  Smith  to  the  land.  After  a  full  hearing  of  all  the  facts 
of  the  case,  and  a  &ir  consideration  of  the  claims  of  the  parties,  the 
protest  of  Smith  was  overruled.  Such  determination  on  the  part  of  the 
local  officers  was  approved  by  you,  and  is  concurred  in  by  the  Depart- 
ment. Under  these  circumstances,  I  think  equity  and  justice  will  be 
promoted,  and  the  rights  of  no  one  will  be  prejudiced,  by  applying  the 
amended  role  to  the  case,  and  allowing  the  final  proof  already  com- 
pleted to  be  considered  by  you. 

My  judgment,  therefore,  is  that  the  homestead  entry  of  Smith  be 
canceled,  and  that  the  finsd  proof  already  submitted  by  Ohapin  be  ex- 
amined by  you,  and  if  found  satisfSstctory  it  will  be  accepted,  and  final 
certiflcate  will  issue,  upon  the  payment  by  Ohapin  of  the  amount  re- 
quired by  law,  and  the  fttmishing  by  him  of  a  non-aUenation  affidavit 
as  required  by  rule  53  of  Bules  of  Practice,  as  amended.  To  enable 
you  to  oomply  with  this  dtrectioii,  the  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith 
returned  to  your  office. 
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RAILItOAD  BIGHT  OF  WAT-GBATEL  BBD. 

Gbaio)  Island  and  Noethbbn  Wyoming  E.  B.  Co. 

Selections  for  railroad  parposes  nnder  the  act  of  March  3, 1876,  are  restricted  to  landi 
immediately  accessible  from  the  company's  right  of  way  theretofore  acquired. 

Gravel  beds,  or  ballast  pits  are  not  subject  to  selection  nnder  said  act,  but  may  be 
used  temporarily  for  construction  purposes. 

Secretary  NdbU  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  AfrU 

llj  1892. 

I  have  before  me  your  letter  of  the  25th  ultimo  submitting  a  plat 
filed  by  the  Grand  Island  and  l^orthern  Wyoming  Bailroad  Company, 
showing  a  tract  selected  by  it  in  the  SE.  ^  of  section  27  township  50 
north,  range  71  west,  Wyoming,  for  a  ballast  pit,  and  not  for  station 
grounds  as  your  letter  states,  under  the  provisions  of  the  right  of  way 
act  of  March  3, 1875  (18  Stat,  482). 

This  plat  is  filed  in  place  of  that  submitted  with  your  letter  of  Jan- 
nary  18,  last,  which  was  returned  unapproved  in  accordance  with  your 
recommendation,  because  it  contained  more  than  the  legal  limit  of 
twenty  acres  and  was  not  on  the  main  line  of  the  company's  road,  but 
on  the  line  of  a  "proposed  track." 

It  appears  that  the  area  of  the  selection  now  before  me  is  twenty 
acres  and  this  fact  disposes  of  one  objection  that  prevailed  against  the 
plat  originally  presented. 

A  reason  given  in  my  letter  of  January  29,  last^  14  L.  D.,  117,  re- 
turning the  objectionable  plat,  for  not  approving  it,  was  that  "such 
grounds  must  so  adjoin  the  right  of  way  as  to  enable  them  to  be  reached, 
by  means  of  rail  communication  without  traversing  public  lands,"  and 
it  was  held  that  they  "must  be  so  selected  that  they  can  be  rendered 
available  without  transgressing  the  right  of  way  theretofore  acquired." 

You  have  now,  as  appears  from  your  letter  transmitting  the  plat 
nnder  consideration,  withdrawn  your  ol^ection  to  the  fact  that  the 
grounds  lie  at  a  distance  from  the  line  of  road,  and  your  present  recom- 
mendation is  that  the  plat  be  approved.  This  recommendation  is  based 
on  the  information  given  in  your  letter  that  tiie  lands  the  company 
must  cross  in  going  from  its  right  of  way  to  the  grounds  selected,  are 
covered  by  valid  existing  entries,  and  further  that  the  tract  is  only 
selected  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  material  for  road  construction. 

As  regards  the  first  ground  for  your  present  recommendation  I  have 
to  say  that  the  fact  that  the  Idnds  which  intervene  between  the  right 
of  way  and  the  selection,  are  now  shown  not  to  be  public  lands,  furnishes 
no  reason  for  the  Department  to  modify  its  previous  ruling  that  the 
company  must  not  transgress  the  right  of  way  theretofore  acquired 
under  the  law  to  reach  any  selection  of  which  it  may  secure  the  ap- 
proval. The  customary  and  logical  location  of  such  grounds  is  along 
43ide  of  the  line  of  road  and  immediately  accessible  from  it,  and  not  at  a 
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distance  therefirom.  In  this  instance  the  gronnds  are  one  fourth  of  a 
mile  from  the  line  of  road. 

The  second  ground  for  your  recommendation^  viz:  that  the  tract  is 
only  selected  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  material  for  road  construction, 
is  borne  out  by  the  letter  you  enclose  from  the  attorneys  of  the  com- 
pany, wherein  they  state  that  the  tract  is  desired  particularly  for  a 
ballast  pit. 

This  statement  of  fact  was  not  apparent  when  the  matter  was  first 
presented,  for  your  letter  submitting  the  original  plat  stated  that  the 
tract  was  selected  for  station  purposes.  Your  present  letter  repeats 
the  statement  which  is  however  contradicted  by  the  further  explicit 
avowal  above  mentioned. 

Gravel  beds  or  ballast  pits  are  not  subject  to  selection  under  the  right 
of  way  act.  They  can  only  be  used  temjwrarily  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
plying material  for  road  construction  and  such  use  is  provided  for  by 
the  act,  under  regulations  in  the  circular  of  your  office  dated  August 
25, 1885,  approved  by  the  Dex>artment.    4  L.  D.,  150. 

The  plat  is  herewith  returned  without  approval. 


TIMBER  LANI>  BNTRT-IMPROVEMENTS. 

Ward  v.  Fitzpatrick, 

Land  is  not  excepted  firom  purchase  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  3, 1878,  by  the  improve- 
ments  of  one  who  ia  not  aaserting  a  claim  to  said  laud  under  any  law  authorizing 
the  occupancy  thereof. 

Fir&t  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  18j  1892. 

E.  H.  Ward  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  November  13, 1890, 
dismissing  his  protest  against  the  application  of  John  W.  Fitzpatrick 
to  make  timber  land  entry  of  the  SE.  J  of  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  30,  T.  34  ST., 
B.  6  E.,  Snsanville  land  district,  Oalifomia. 

The  protest  was  based  upon  the  ground  that  there  were  upon  the 
fraci,  at  the  date  of  the  application  to  enter  '<a  number  of  watering 

troughs  and  more  than  a  fourth  of  a  mile  of  fencing Said 

fencing  formed  a  part  of  an  enclosure  on  said  land  and  on  land  ai^oin- 
ing.^ 

A  hearing  was  had,  at  which  it  was  shown  that  the  fence  and  watering 
troughs  were  placed  upon  the  land,  several  years  before,  by  the  cattle 
comptoy  of  Cone  and  Ward,  who  herded  sheep,  for  three  or  four 
months  during  the  year,  upon  this  tract,  together  with  several  thou- 
sand acres  more  of  government  land  in  the  vicinity. 

The  local  officers  held  that  because  of  the  "improvements^  named 
the  tract  in  question  was  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  timber-land 
act  of  June  3,  1878  (20  Stat.,  89). 
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The  applicant  appealed  to  your  office,  which  held  that — 

The  improyements  upon  the  land  in  dispate  are  not  of  each  a  character  as  to  with- 
draw the  land  from  entry.  To  bold  otherwise  woold  be  to  decide  that  Cone  and 
Ward  could;  by  their  improvements,  defeat  the  sale  of  all  the  thousands  of  acres  of 
gOYcmment  land  used  by  them  as  a  ranch,  and  enable  them  to  use  and  hold  these 
lands  indefinitely,  without  any  effort  to  purchase  or  enter  the  same,  to  the  exclusion 
of  hona  fide  purchasers. 

The  ^^improyemeDts"  which,  according  to  the  second  section  of  the 
act,  except  timber  land  from  entry  nnder  the  timber-land  act,  are  those 
referred  to  in  the  first  section  of  said  act,  which  provides — 

That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  defeat  or  impair  any  h<ma  fide  claim  nnder 
any  law  of  the  United  States,  or  authorixe  the  sale  of  any  mining  claim,  or  the  im- 
provements of  any  bona  fide  settler,  or  lands  containing  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  cop- 
per, or  coal,  or  lands  selected  by  said  States,  under  any  law  of  the  United  States 
donating  lands  for  internal  improvements  or  other  purposes. 

The  written  statement  which  the  second  section  of  the  act  prescribes 
shall  be  filed  mnst  show  that  the  tract — 

Contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements,  except  for  ditch  or  canal  poiposei^ 
where  any  such  do  exist,  save  such  as  were  made  by  or  belong  to  the  applicant. 

Gone  and  Ward,  who  herd  sheep  for  three  or  four  months  of  the  year 
npon  several  thousand  acres  of  land  in  this  vicinity,  including  the  tract 
in  controversy,  are  asserting  no  claim  to  the  latter  <^  under  any  law  of 
the  United  States."  The  watering  troughs  and  fencing  placed  upon 
the  tract  by  them  are  not  improvements  by  a  ^^bona  fide  settler;'^ 
neither  are  they  ^^  such  as  were  made  by  or  belong  to  the  applicanf^ 
They  are  not  "  mining  improvements,"  nor  were  they  made  "  for  ditch 
and  canal  purposes."  They  are,  therefore,  not  of  such  a  character  as 
to  except  the  tract  from  entry  under  the  timber-land  law. 

The  tract  in  question  was  selected  by  the  State  of  California  as  school 
land  in  September,  1884,  and  a  short  time  thereafter,  the  protestant 
claims,  he  made  application  to  the  state  for  the  same,  and  paid  the  first 
installment  of  twenty  per  cent  of  the  price,  and  the  first  year's  interest 
A  reference  to  the  records  of  your  office  shows  that  said  tract  is  one  of 
a  considerable  number  that  had  been  selected  by  the  state,  which 
selections  were  canceled  by  your  letter  of  June  4, 1885, — 

Bemg  illegal,  from  the  fact  that  they  were  based  npon  deficiencies  in  fractional 
townships  caused  by  a  portion  of  the  land  being  swamp  or  oyerflowed,  ako  upon 
deficits  which  have  been  satisfied  by  prior  selections  approved  to  the  State. 

From  said  cancellation  the  state  has  never  appealed,  and  the  decree 
of  cancellation  long  ago  became  final. 

There  remains  no  reason  why  Fitzpatrick's  application  to  enter  should 
not  be  granted*    Your  decision  dismissing  the  protest  is  affirmed* 
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timber  ci7lturb  application-repealing  act. 

Thomas  M.  Sparrow, 

A  timber  cnltnre  application  that  is  not  received  at  the  local  office  nntil  after  the 
repeal  of  the  timber  cnltnre  act,  is  not  a  '' lawfully  initiated''  claim  protected 
by  the  repealing  statute. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  April  18y  1892. 

Thomas  M.  Sparrow  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  June  19, 1891, 
sustaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his  application  to 
make  timber-culture  entry  of  the  S.  W.  J  of  Sec.  6,  T.  19  S.,  E.  27  W., 
Wa-Keeney  land  district,  Kansas. 

Applicant  alleges  that  he  made  the  application,  with  the  other  entry 
papers  at  Dighton,  Kansas,  on  March  3, 1891;  that  it  reached  the  local 
office  on  March  5;  and  that  it  was  rejected  because  you  had  on  the  4th 
of  that  month  instructed  the  local  officers  to  allow  no  more  timber-cul- 
ture entries — the  timber-culture  law  having  been  repealed  on  March  3, 
1891,  (26  Stat.  1095). 

He  alleges  that  he  had  "  lawfully  initiated ''  a  timber-culture  entry 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  that  therefore  the  local  officers  and 
your  office  were  in  error  in  rejecting  his  application. 

The  question  as  to  what  constitutes  the  "lawful  initiation"  of  a  tim- 
ber-culture entry  is  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of  August  W.  Hendridc- 
son  (13  L.  D,,  169).  It  is  clear  that  the  applicant  had  not  "  lawfully 
initiated"  a  timber-culture  entry  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  re- 
pealing act. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 


SCHOOIi  INDEMNITT— HOMSSTEAD  SETTIjEMENT. 

Fountain  v.  State  of  Califoenia. 

An  intervening  school  indemnity  selection  does  not  defeat  the  right  of  a  homesteader, 
who  settles  prior  to  snryey,  hnt  fails  to  make  entry  within  the  statutory  period. 

Acting  Secretary  Cha/ndier  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Of 

fice,  April  ISj  1892. 

With  your  letter  of  January  27, 1891,  you  transmitted  the  appeal  of 
Joseph  Fountain  from  your  decision  of  December  19, 1890,  holding  for 
cancellation  the  homestead  entry  of  said  Fountain,  for  the  W^.  ^  of 
NB.  i,  Sec.  34,  T.  14  N.,  E.  1  E.,  Humboldt,  California,  by  reason  of  a 
prior  State  selection  for  said  tract  which  was  authorized  by  your  de- 
cision of  December  19,  on  the  appeal  of  Marcus  J.  Mcl^amara  and 

others. 
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It  does  not  appear  from  the  record  before  me  when  the  State  selec- 
tion was  made,  but,  as  the  survey  of  said  section  34,  T.  14  N.,  B.  1  £., 
was  not  made  until  1888,  the  selection  could  not  have  been  made  prior 
to  that  time. 

It  is  true  that  Fountain's  entry  was  not  made  until  November  13, 
1889,  which  you  state  was  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  State's  appli- 
cation, but  he  made  final  proof  upon  said  entry  May  10, 1890,  and  re- 
ceived final  certificate.  In  said  proof  it  was  shown  that  he  first  settled 
ui>on  the  tract  November  1, 1884,  and  on  the  15th  of  that  month  he 
moved  his  family  upon  it  and  camped;  on  the  25th  of  December  there- 
after,  he  built  a  house,  and  has  made  an  actual  and  continuous  resi- 
dence upon  said  tract  with  his  family  ever  since. 

It  is  true  that  the  claimant  did  not  make  his  entry  within  three 
months  from  the  filing  of  the  township  plat,  but  the  failure  to  comply 
with  the  law  in  this  particular  could  only  forfeit  his  right  in  favor  of 
the  next  settler  in  the  order  of  time,  who  had  complied  with  the  law. 

The  selection  of  the  State  was  therefore  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
claimant,  and  it  should  be  called  upon  to  show  cause  why  the  selection 
as  to  this  tract  should  not  be  canceled.  If  it  fails  to  show  cause,  yon 
will  cancel  the  selection,  and  take  such  action  upon  the  final  proof  of 
Fountain  as  may  be  proper. 

Tour  decision  is  reversed. 


BATLBOAD  GRANT-INDEMNITY  SELBCTION—SETTLBMBNT— FILING. 

Maby  J.  Flippen  I?.  Southern  Pacific  R.  B.  Oo. 

During  the  pendency  of  an  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  an  indemnity  selection  no 
rights  can  be  acqoired  to  the  land  involved  hy  settlement  or  filing,  and  a  filing 
allowed  for  land  in  such  status  shonld  be  suspended,  and  no  action  taken  thereon 
until  final  disposition  of  the  application  to  select. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April  20^ 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Mary  J.  Flippen  v.  Southern  Pacific 
Baikoad  Company  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  No- 
vember 15, 1890,  rejecting  her  application  to  transmute  to  homestead 
entry  her  pre-emption  filing  for  the  E  J  NE  i  of  Sec.  22,  the  SE  i  of  the 
SE  J,  Sec.  15,  and  WN  i  of  the  WN  J,  Sec.  23,  T.  25  S.,  E.  30  B.,  M.  D. 
M.,  Yisalia,  Califomia,  land  district. 

The  tracts  in  sections  15  and  23  lie  within  the  indemnity  limits  of  the 
grant  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  in  1885,  prior  to 
the  settlement  of  Mrs.  Flippen,  the  railroad  company  applied  to  select 
these  in  lieu  of  land  lost  within  the  primary  limits  of  its  grant  The 
appUcations  to  select,  it  appears,  were  rejected,  and  an  appeal  was  taken 
to  your  ofiice.    Pending  this  appeal,  Mrs.  Flippen  settled  upon  the  laud 
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and  filed  pre-einptiou  declaratory  statement  for  it,  and  afterward  she 
applied  to  transmute  her  filing  to  homestead  entry.  The  company  filed 
an  objection  to  this,  and  the  local  officers  rejected  her  application^  from 
which  action  she  appealed  to  your  office.  On  BTovember  16, 1890,  you 
sustained  the  local  officers,  affirmed  their  decision  and  rejected  the  ap- 
plication to  transmute,  from  which  action  she  appealed  to  the  Depart- 
ment. 

It  is  useless  to  discuss  the  effect  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  land.  The 
fact  that  the  company  had  an  application  to  select  pending  before  the 
Department,  was  sufficient  to  prevent  Mrs.  FUppen  from  acquiring  any 
right  to  the  land  thus  selected  until  that  matter  was  disposed  of. 

It  was  said  in  Southern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Nancy  A.  Flippen  (12  L. 
D.,  18)  "  The  proper  practice  is  to  suspend  the  filing  and  proof  until  the 
final  disposition  of  the  appeal  of  said  company  now  pending  before  your 
office.  Mrs.  Flippen,  however,  may  be  allowed  to  intervene  under  the 
rules  of  practice."  In  that  case  a  pre-emption  filing  had  been  allowed 
and  final  proof  had  been  submitted  whOe  an  application  to  select  the 
land  as  indemnity  was  pending  on  appeal  before  your  office.  The 
rule  is  equally  applicable  to  the  case  now  under  consideration,  where 
a  pre-emption  filing  had  been  allowed  and  an  application  to  transmute 
the  same  to  a  homestead  entry  presented  while  the  railroad  company's 
claim  to  the  land  as  indemnity  was  pending  in  your  office.  Mrs.  Flip- 
pen's  application  to  transmute,  and  her  pre-emption  filing  will  remain 
suspended  until  the  final  disposition  of  the  railroad  company's  appUca- 
tion  which  should  be  considered  with  the  least  possible  delay.  The  de- 
cision appealed  from  is  accordingly  modified. 


OKLAHOMA  LANDS-TOWNSITE  LAWS. 
JAHES  T.  FABRALL  ET  AL. 

Lands  acquired  from  the  Sao  and  Fox  Nation  under  the  agreement  approved  Febru- 
ary 13, 1891,  and  included  within  a  homestead  entry,  maybe  purchased  for  town- 
site  purposes  under  the  second  proviso  of  section  22,  act  of  May  2, 1890. 

Payment  for  such  land  should  be  made  either  in  currency,  or  by  draft  on  New  Tork^ 
exchange  paid. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April  20 j 

1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  March  21, 1892,  transmitting  for  my 
consideration  the  final  proofs  and  triplicate  plats  of  James  T.  Farrall 
and  Etta  B.  Beard,  n^e  Bay,  made  and  submitted  under  the  provisions 
of  the  second  proviso  of  section  22,  of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  covering 
the  SW.  i  and  l^W.  J  of  section  19,  T.  10  K,  B.  4  E.,  respectively, 
Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma. 

These  lands  are  portions  of  the  tract  acquired  from  the  Sac  and  Fox 
ISTation  of  Indians  and  opened  to  settlement  at  noon  on  the  twenty- 
Becond  day  of  September,  1891. 
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By  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  ratifying  the  agreement  made  with 
said  Indians,  approved  February  13, 1891  (26  Stat.,  759)  said  lands  were 
made  subject  to  disx)osaI  ^'  to  actual  settlers  only,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  homestead  laws." 

You  express  the  opinion  that  no  portion  of  said  lands  can  be  entered 
under  any  of  the  Oklahoma  townsite  laws. 

The  fu*st  question  therefore  to  be  determined  is  this:  Oan  an  entry 
be  made  on  these  lands  under  the  second  proviso  of  section  22  of  the 
act  of  May  2, 1890  (26  Stat.,  81). 

This  question  was  discussed  at  length  in  an  opinion  rendered  Octo- 
ber 12, 1891,  by  the  Assistant  Attorney  General,  assigned  to  this  De- 
partment, and  he  held  that  the  lands  obtained  from  the  Sac  and  Fox 
Nation  of  Indians,  were  subject  to  entry  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  in  question.  A  copy  of  this  opinion  was  sent  to  the  United  States 
district  attorney  for  Oklahoma,  on  October  17, 1891,  with  a  statement 
that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  question  had  not  been  fully  heard  be- 
fore the  Department,  I  did  not  deem  it  proper  to  formally  adopt  the 
same,  or  to  consider  it  binding  upon  myself,  in  the  event  of  a  conflict 
of  opinion. 

Since  that  date  no  argument  has  been  advanced  in  opposition  to  the 
views  taken  by  the  Assistant  Attorney  General,  and  upon  further  con- 
sideration of  the  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  views  expressed  by 
that  officer  are  correct,  and  it  is  therefore  held,  that  entries  of  the  lands 
in  question  may  be  made  under  the  second  proviso  of  section  22  of  the 

act  of  May  2, 1890. 

•  •••••• 

As  you  have  expressed  no  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  prooii 
submitted  by  the  applicants,  I  herewith  return  the  papers  for  such 
action  as  may  be  deemed  proper  in  the  premises,  especially  calling  your 
attention  to  the  affidavits  of  contest  filed  against  the  entry  of  Etta  B. 
Beard,  also  calling  your  attention  to  the  manner  of  payment  for  the 
lands  in  question. 

Said  payment  should  be  made  either  in  currency,  or  by  draft  on  Kew 
York  exchange  paid,  and  not  by  cashier's  check  on  a  bank  in  Arkansas 
Oity,  Kansas. 

CONTEST— BELnrQUISHMSNT—SECOKB  CONTESTAlffT. 

BABNABY  V,  LAZIEB  ET  All. 

A  relinqaiBliment  filed  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest,  and  as  the  result  thereof^ 
inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  contestant^  and  excludes  all  rights  under  the  subse- 
quent application  of  another  to  proceed  against  the  entry  in  question. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Office^  April  20^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Henly  A.  Watuston  from  your  decis- 
ion on  February  24, 1891,  in  the  case  of  Nelson  Bamaby  v.  George  B. 
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Lazier,  involving  the  latter's  entry  under  tlie  homestead  law,  for  NW.  J, 
Sec.  23,  T.  63  IT.,  E.  11  W.  Duluth,  Minnesota. 

Defendant  made  entry  of  said  tract  February  3, 1887,  and  on  March 
13, 1888^  Barnaby  filed  affidavit  of  contestant  against  the  entry  alleging 
that  the  defendant  had  never  settled  upon  or  cultivated  any  portion  of 
the  8.  i  of  SrW.  J  and  NE.  J  of  NW.  J  of  said  section  23,  but  had  whoUy 
abandoned  the  same. 

May  1, 1888,  the  day  set  for  the  hearing,  both  parties  appeared  with 
counsel^  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  contest  on  the  ground  that  the 
affidavit  was  void,  it  failing  to  describe  all  the  land  in  said  entry;  this 
motion  was  overruled  by  the  local  officers,  and- the  contestant  submitted 
testimony  to  show  abandonment  by  the  homestead  party^  the  defendant 
offering  no  testimony  in  defense. 

The  local  officers  sustained  the  contest,  whereupon  the  defendant 
appealed.  On  December  19, 1890,  you  decided  that  the  overruling  of 
defendant's  motion  was  in  error,  and  therefore  sustained  the  appeal, 
remanding  the  contest  affidavit  as  a  basis  for  a  new  hearing,  instructed 
the  local  officers  to  allow  thirty  days  within  which  to  file  a  new  or 
amended  affidavit  of  contest  and  issue  new  notice  of  hearing  in  the  case. 

December  26, 1890,  Healy  A.  Watuston  filed  application  to  contest 
said  entry,  asking  that  notice  of  contest  be  issued,  which  was  refused 
by  the  local  officers  for  the  reason  that  you  had  on  the  19th  of  the  same 
month,  remanded  the  former  contest  by  Barnaby  for  the  same  land  to 
the  local  office  for  a  new  hearing.  December  30,  following  Watuston 
appealed  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an  adverse  claimant  and  therefore 
Barnaby  should  not  be  allowed  to  amend  his  application  or  to  file  a 
new  affidavit  of  contest.  On  February  24, 1891,  you  affirmed  the  de- 
cision below,  when  the  party  again  appealed. 

It  appears  that  the  contestant  Barnaby  filed  an  amended  contest  affi- 
davit within  the  time  allowed  and  a  hearing  was  had  March  24^  1891, 
at  which  time  the  contiestant  appeared  and  produced  testimony — ^the 
defendant  in  default. 

On  March  27, 1891,  before  the  local  officers  rendered  a  decision  in  the 
ca^e,  the  defendant  filed  a  relinquishment  of  his  entry  and  the  contest- 
ant filed  a  withdrawal  of  the  contest,  whereupon  Barnaby  was  allowed 
to  enter  the  land  in  controversy. 

The  local  officers  reported  the  above  fact  to  you  April  10, 1891,  and 
on  April  29,  following,  you  dismissed  and  closed  the  case,  thereby  ap- 
proving the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  in  allowing  the  home- 
stead entry  of  contestant  Barnaby. 

Subsequently,  on  May  29, 1891,  you  directed  the  local  officers  to  sus- 
pend action  on  the  Barnaby  entry  until  the  pending  appeal  of  Watuston 
be  disposed  of^  and  on  July  2, 1891,  the  local  officers  reported  to  you 
that  on  June  22, 1891,  said  Barnaby  had  relinquished  his  entry  and  that 
at  the  same  time  Edward  E.  Murphy  filed  application  for  the  same  land. 

The  local  officers  furthermore  report  that  the  Murphy  application  is 
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held  in  abeyance  and  transmit  the  petition  of  Watuston  asking,  in  view 
of  the  relinqnishment  by  Bamaby^  that  his  homestead  application  be 
placed  of  record. 

Watuston  contends,  in  his  appeal,  that  by  reason  of  his  application 
to  contest  an  adverse  interest  had  intervoDed  and  therefore  you  were 
in  error  in  allowing  Barnaby  thirty  days  to  amend  his  affidavit  of  coil 
test  or  to  substitute  a  new  one. 

The  record  shows  that  Watuston  did  not  file  his  affidavit  of  contest 
nntn  December  26, 1890,  seven  days  after  the  decision  remanding  the 
first  contest  to  the  local  office  for  a  new  trial. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  plain  that  the  filing  of  the  second  con- 
test application  could  not,  in  any  wise  constitute  a  valid  adverse  interest, 
unless  the  proceeding  by  which  the  first  contestant  was  allowed  a  new 
trial  was  clearly  in  error  and  illegal.  But  this  does  not  appear.  Barn- 
aby should  have  been  allowed  to  amend  his  contest  affidavit.  Sims  v, 
Busse  et  al  (4  L.  D.,  369) ;  Griffin  v.  Forsyth  (6  L.  D.,  791) ;  hence  in 
this  case  the  local  officers  were  in  error  in  overruling  the  motion  of  de- 
fendant and  therefore  I  perceive  no  error  in  your  decision  in  remanding 
the  case  for  another  trial.  This  action  in  effect  is  simply  a  continuance 
of  the  original  trial  and  carries  the  amendment  back  to  the  date  of  filing 
of  the  original  contest  affidavit. 

The  application  of  a  second  contestant  may  be  received  but  no  action 
should  be  taken  thereunder  until  the  final  disposition  of  the  prior  con- 
test. Hawkins  et  al.  v.  Lamm  (9  L.  D.,  18),  Westenhaver  v.  Dodds  (13 
L.  D.,  196) ;  Garter  v.  Griffith  (13  L.  D.,  437),  and  cases  cited  therein. 

In  the  event  of  the  success  of  the  first  contest,  a  hearing  in  the  second 
would  be  unnecessary.    Kiser  v.  Keech  et  al  (7  L.  D.,  26). 

The  relinquishment  of  an  entry  which  is  the  result  of  a  contest  pend- 
ing, inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  contestant  and  he  would  be  entitled  to 
the  preference  right  of  entry.  Hay  v.  T  ager  et  al.  (10  L.  D.,  105) ; 
Carter  v.  Griffith  (13  L.  D.,  437) ;  Brown  v.  Henderson  (14  L.  D.,  306). 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  it  appears  that  the  defendant  relin- 
quished his  entry  March  27, 1891,  and  at  the  same  time  Barnaby  filed 
a  withdrawal  of  the  contest  and  made  entry  of  the  land  under  the  home- 
stead law.  There  appears  to  be  no  question  as  to  the  relinquishment 
having  been  the  result  of  the  contest,  as  all  the  papers  were  executed 
on  the  same  day  before  the  local  officers.  This  being  the  case  then 
Barnaby's  contest  has  been  prosecuted  to  a  successful  issue  and  the 
contest  closed,  therefore  the  second  application  to  contest  was  concluded 
and  of  no  further  force  and  effect. 

Subsequently,  however,  Barnaby  relinquished  his  entry  and  one 
Murphy  made  entry  of  the  land.  Watuston  now  seeks  to  have  his  ap. 
plication  for  the  land  allowed  on  the  ground  that  Barnaby  by  relin- 
quishing his  entry  admits  the  claim  of  said  Watuston. 

Although  this  question  was  not  raised  by  Watuston  in  his  8i)eciftca- 
tion  of  errors  but  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  this  Department  in- 
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formally,  yet  I  deem  it  expedient  to  pass  upon  the  matter.  When  the 
land  was  awarded  to  Barnaby  as  the  snccessM  contestant,  the  rights 
of  the  second  contestant  were  concladed.  Hyde  et  al,  v.  Eaton  et  al. 
(12  L.  D.,  157),  hence  at  the  time  Barnaby  relinquished  his  entry  and 
Murphy  re-entered  the  land,  Watuston  did  not  possess  an  adverse  in- 
terest therein,  but  if  it  had  been  shown  that  the  relinquishment  of  the 
defendant  and  entry  of  Barnaby  was  the  result  of  collusion,  the  relin- 
quishment would  not  have  inured  to  the  benefit  of  Barnaby  and  the 
land  in  question  would  have  been  subject  to  the  rights  of  l^e  second 
contestant. 

It  does  not  appear,  however,  from  the  record  in  the  case  at  bar, 
that  any  collusion  was  had  and  as  the  whole  transaction  occurred  in 
the  local  offlice  and  the  relinquishment  and  other  papers  were  executed 
before  the  local  officers,  the  presumption  is  that  there  was  no  collusion 
and  that  the  entry  of  Barnaby  was  legally  made. 

With  this  understanding  of  the  case  your  decision. is  affirmed. 


Davis  v.  Foreman. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  February  6, 
1892, 14  L.  D.,  146,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  April  21, 1892. 


TIMBER  CULTITBE  CONTEST— AFFEAL-EXTENSTON  OF  TIME. 

Haffey  v.  States. 

The  time  within  which  an  appeal  mnst  be  taken  can  not  be  extended  by  stipnlation 
of  attorneys;  nor  liave  the  local  officers  authority  to  grant  an  extension  of  snoh 
period.  An  application  for  snch  purpose  should  be  addressed  to  the  General 
Land  Office,  and  presented  before  the  time  allowed  for  appeal  has  expired. 

One  who  consents  to  delay  in  the  taking  of  an  appeal  can  not  be  heard  to  raise  the 
question  of  time,  if  the  Department,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  takes  action 
on  the  merits  of  the  case. 

Failure  to  secure  the  requisite  growth  of  trees  does  not  warrant  cancellation  of  a 
timber  culture  entry,  if  such  result  is  not  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  entry- 
man. 

An  appUcation  to  enter  can  not  be  allowed  during  the  pendency  of  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  holding  for  cancellation  the  existing  entry  of  another  for  the  land  in 
question. 

Mrst  Assista/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

La/nd  Office,  April  21, 1892. 

On,  the  26th  of  Jnly,  1891,  you  transmitted  to  the  Department  the 
record  in  the  above  entitled  case^  in  accordance  with  a  writ  of  certiorari, 
dated  July  14, 1891, 13  L.  D.,  44,  issued  upon  the  application  of  Thomas 
K  States. 
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From  the  record  it  appears  that  on  the  3d  of  May,  1880,  States  made 
timber  culture  entry  for  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  2,  T.  150  N.,  R  53  W.,  Grand 
Forks  land  district,  Korth  Dakota,  which  entry  was  contested  June  9, 
1885,  by  William  Haffey.  The  hearing  which  followed,  resulted  in  a 
decision  by  the  local  officers  on  the  29th  of  December,  1885,  in  which 
they  recommended  the  dismissal  of  the  contest.  From  that  decision 
an  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office,  and  on  the  14th  of  February,  1887, 
you  reversed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  and  held  the  entry  of 
States  for  cancellation. 

All  parties  in  interest  were  notified  of  this  decision,  on  the  23d  of 
February,  1887,  States  and  his  attorney  being  each  notified  by  regis- 
tered letter.  At  the  time  of  receiving  notice  of  your  decision  of  Feb- 
ruary  14, 1887,  the  attorney  for  States  was  officially  engaged  at  the 
Territorial  capital,  and  he  and  the  attorney  for  Haffey  entered  into  a 
stipulation  by  which  they  agreed  to  extend  the  time  for  serving  and 
filing  an  appeal  from  your  decision  until  such  time  as  the  official  duties 
of  said  attorney  would  permit  him  to  return  to  Grand  Forks  and  per- 
fect the  same. 

iNTo  appeal  was  therefore  filed  in  the  case  until  the  7th  of  May,  1887, 
which  was  transmitted  to  your  office  on  the  12th  of  that  month. 

Overlooking  the  fact  that  you  had  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case  on 
the  14  th  of  February,  1887,  and  that  an  appeal  therefrom  had  been 
transmitted  to  your  office  on  the  12th  of  May  of  that  year,  you  directed 
that  the  entry  be  canceled  on  the  18th  of  July,  1887.  No  record  to  this 
effect  was  made  in  the  local  office,  and  when  Anna  M.  Gray  applied  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  on  the  19th  of  February,  1891,  her 
application  was  rejected  on  account  of  the  uncanceled  timber  culture 
entry  of  States. 

From  such  decision  by  the  local  officers  she  appealed  to  your  office, 
and  in  their  letter  to  you,  transmitting  her  application  and  appeal,  the 
local  officers,  under  date  of  March  6, 1891,  gave  an  abstract  from  their 
docket,  the  last  entries  thereon  prior  to  her  application  being  a  record 
of  your  decision  of  February  14, 1887,  holding  States'  entry  for  cancel- 
lation, and  the  appeal  therefrom. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  this  letter  you  examined  the  record  in  your  office, 
and  found  that  your  decision  of  July  18, 1887,  canceling  States'  entry, 
was  inadvertently  made.  You,  therefore,  under  date  of  March  28, 1891, 
revoked  the  same,  and  reinstated  said  entry.  You  then  dismissed  the 
appeal  from  your  decision  of  February  14, 1887,  as  not  having  been 
filed  in  time,  and  allowed  States  twenty  days  within  which  to  apply  for 
a  writ  of  certiorari,  with  notice  that  if  such  application  was  not  made, 
his  entry  would  be  canceled  and  the  case  closed.  In  that  decision  you 
also  approved  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  the  application 
of  Miss  Gray  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land. 

The  application  for  certiorari  was  made  and  granted,  and  the  case  is 
accordingly  before  me  for  consideration.    Among  the  papers  which  con* 
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stitate  the  re<H)rd,  is  an  api)eal  by  Miss  Gray,  from  that  part  of  your 
decision  of  March  28, 1891,  in  which  you  approved  the  action  of  the 
local  ofELcers  in  rejecting  her  homestead  application. 

The  time  within  which  appeals  must  be  taken  from  decisions  by  local 
oflficers,  and  from  your  decisions,  is  fixed  by  the  Eules  of  Practice  of 
the  Department.  These  rules  can  not  be  changed,  nor  the  time  for 
appeal  extended  by  the  stipulation  of  attorneys.  Neither  have  local 
ofScers  authority  to  grant  extension  of  the  time  limited  by  the  rules. 
Where  an  extension  is  necessary,  application  therefor  should  be  ad- 
dressed to  your  oflBce,  and  be  presented  before  the  time  for  appeal 
allowed  by  the  rules  has  expired. 

Still,  the  subject  is  one  which  the  Department  may,  in  its  discretion, 
consider,  and  Haflfey,  by  his  attorney,  having  consented  to  the  delay  in 
bringing  the  appeal,  is  not  in  a  position  to  now  raise  the  question  that 
it  was  not  brought  iu  time. 

By  its  decision  upon  the  application  for  certiorari,  the  Department  in 
effect  gave  notice  that  the  merits  of  the  case  would  be  considered  when 
the  record  was  brought  before  it,  and  I  have  therefore  examined  the 
evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing,  upon  which  the  register  and  receiver 
united  in  a  decision  recommending  that  the  contest  be  dismissed. 

This  evidence  shows  that  the  first  five  acres  were  planted  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  the  third  year.  May  3, 1883.  The  trees  planted  failed  to 
grow,  and  the  land  was  replanted  with  trees  and  seeds  in  the  fall  of 
that  year,  and  additional  seeds  were  planted  in  the  spring  of  1884. 
That  season,  however,  was  an  exceptionally  dry  one,  and  the  trees  did 
not  prosper.  In  the  spring  of  1885,  the  entire  ten  acres  were  plowed 
and  put  in  proper  condition,  and  tree  seeds  sown  and  planted  thereon. 
Before  the  result  of  this  last  planting  was  made  known,  the  contest  was 
instituted. 

As  is  usual  in  cases  of  this  character,  the  evidence  as  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  ground,  the  cultivation  of  the  trees,  and  the  growth  of  weeds, 
is  conflicting,  but  the  contestant  failed  to  show  by  a  preponderance  of 
the  evidence  submitted,  that  the  claimant  had  not  acted  in  good  faith, 
or  that  he  had  not  planted  and  replanted  the  land,  and  done  aU  that 
could  be  reasonably  expected  to  promote  the  growth  of  trees. 

In  Kelsey  t?.  Barber  (11  L.  D.,  468),  it  was  held  that  "the  failure  of 
the  entryman  to  secure  the  requisite  growth  of  trees  does  not  call  for 
cancellation,  when  such  result  is  not  due  to  negligence  in  planting  and 
cultivation,  but  to  the  character  of  the  season,  and  seed  that  proves 
defective.''  This  ruling  is  repeated  in  the  case  of  Friel  v.  Bartlett  (12 
L.  D.,  502)  5  Cropper  v.  Hoverson  (13  L.  D.,  90),  and  Griflln  v.  Forsyth 
(13  L.  D.,  254). 

Under  these  decisions  of  the  Department,  and  from  the  facts  in  this 
case,  I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  register  and  receiver, 
that  the  contest  should  be  dismissed.  The  decision  appealed  from  is 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  timber  culture  entry  of  States  will  remain 
intact. 
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As  to  theapi>eal  of  Anna  M.  Gray,  which  oonstitates  jMurt  of  the  rec- 
ord before  me,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  her  application  to  make 
homestead  entry  for  the  land  was  properly  rejected  by  the  local  officers, 
and  their  action  was  prox>erly  approved  by  yon* 

In  Patton  v.  Kelley  (11  L.  D.«  469),  it  was  held  that 

An  applicatton  to  enter  cannot  be  allowed  dnring  the  pendency  of  an  appeal  to  the 
Department  from  a  decision  holding  for  cancellation  the  existing  entry  of  another 
for  the  land  in  question. 

This  is  her  case,  and  her  appeal  is  accordingly  dismissed. 


HOMS8TBAD  XTNTBT— MINEBAX  LAIffD— RKVIKW. 

Dickinson  v.  Oapbn  (on  Ebview). 

The  discovery  of  coal  on  land  embraced  within  a  homestead  entry  precludes  thecoma 

pletion  of  snch  entry. 
A  motion  for  review  on  the  ground  that  the  decision  is  against  the  weight  of  en- 

dence  will  not  be  granted  where  the  testimony  is  of  such  character  that  fiurminds 

might  differ  as  to  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  there&om. 

Secretary  UToble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  ApriX 

22,  1892. 

This  is  a  motion  by  George  H.  Cai)en  for  "  a  review  and  recall "  of 
the  departmental  decision  dated  November  2, 1891,  in  the  case  of  J.  T. 
Dickinson  v.  said  Cai)en,  involving  the  8E.  J  of  SE.  J  of  Sec.  6,  T.  15 
N.,  E.  120  W.,  Evanston,  Wyoming. 

Capen  made  homestead  entry  for  said  land  Jnly  17, 1889.  On  Sep- 
tember 11,  1889,  Dickinson  filed  his  affidavit  of  protest  against  said 
entry,  alleging  that  the  land  was  valaable  for  coal,  and  on  the  23d  of 
the  same  month,  he  applied  to  enter  it  nnder  the  coal  land  laws.  There- 
npon  the  parties  were  cited  to  appear  before  the  local  officers  October 
29, 1889,  and  submit  testimony.  Dickinson  filed  a  motion  to  summa- 
rily cancel  Capen's  entry.  This  motion  was  denied  and  the  hearing  had. 
From  the  evidence  adduced  the  local  officers  found  that  Dickinson  had 
failed  to  prove  that  the  land  was  more  valuable  for  coal  than  for  agri- 
culture and  that  Capen's  entry  should  remain  intact.  Dickinson  ap- 
pealed, whereupon  you  reversed  said  ruling  and  held  Oapen's  entry  for 
cancellation.  On  appeal  by  Capen  this  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the 
decision  that  I  am  now  asked  to  reconsider. 

In  said  decision  it  was  in  effect  held  under  the  ruling  in  the  case  of 
Mulligan  r.  Hansen  (10  L.  D.,  311),  that  the  land,  having  been  designated 
in  the  public  surveys  as  "  coal  land,'^  Dickinson's  said  affidavit  of  pro- 
test off- set  Oapen's  non-mineral  affidavit  and  that  in  consequence,  the 
burden  of-  proving  the  land  more  valuable  for  agricultural  than  miuing 
was  with  Capen. 
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The  Department  found  that  Oapen  failed  to  so  prove  theagricnltaral 
character  of  the  land,  and  also  that  the  evidence  favored  the  proposi- 
tioD  that  coal  could  be  taken  from  the  land  in  paying  quantities. 

The  motion  is  based  upon  seven  allegations  of  error  which  set  out  in 
substance,  that  Oapen  was  not  obliged  to  show  the  greater  agricultural 
value  of  the  land;  that  it  was  not  enough  for  Dickinson  to  show  that 
the  land  contained  coal,  but  that  it  must  appear  that  the  same  could  be 
worked  with  profit;  that  Oapen's  improvements  (valued  at  $450),  which 
made  the  land  more  valuable  as  a  place  of  residence,  should  have  been 
considered,  and  that  said  decision  is  contrary  to  law  and  against  the 
evidence. 

In  its  said  decision  this  Department  found  that  '<  when  Gapen  entered 
the  tract  no  coal  had  been  discovered  upon  it."  It  is  urged  that  the 
said  decision  is  in  conflict  with  that  in  the  case  of  Harnish  v.  Wallace 
(13  L,  D.,  108),  wherein  it  was  held  that  **  to  defeat  a  pre-emption  entry 
on  the  ground  of  the  mineral  character  of  the  land,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  mineral  was  known  to  exist  at  the  date  of  entry." 

This  contention  is  without  force.  In  the  case  of  Harnish  v,  Wallace, 
supray  the  entry  in  question  was  a  final  pre-emption  entry.  The  com- 
plaint alleging  inter  alia  that  forty  acres  thereof  ^^  are  mineral  in  char- 
acter" was  not  made  until  almost  five  years  after  the  date  of  such 
entry. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  entry  involved  is  an  original  homestead  entry 
and  the  affidavit  of  protest  was  filed  within  two  months  after  its  date. 
Said  entry  could  not)  of  course,  be  completed  for  land  valuable  for 
coal. 

The  existence  of  coal  on  the  land  is  not  questioned.  Moreover,  there 
is  some  evidence  to  sustain  the  finding  that  the  testimony  favored  the 
prox)osition  that  coal  could  be  taken  from  the  land  in  paying  quanti- 
ties. Unless  this  finding  is  clearly  against  the  palpable  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence  it  is  plain  that  review  can  not  be  granted.  Mary 
Campbell  (8  L.  D.,  331).  Concerning  the  question  just  stated,  the  tes- 
timony is  conflicting,  but  is  of  such  character  that  fair  minds  might 
differ  as  to  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  therefipom.  Waiving,  therefore, 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  burden  of  proving  the  land  val- 
ueless for  coal  was  with  Capen  it  follows  that  the  motion  can  not  be 
allowed  on  the  ground  that  the  decision  is  against  the  evidence.  Tyler 
V.  Emde  (13  L.  D.,  615). 

The  remaining  allegations  contained  in  the  motion  simply  recite  mat- 
ters that  were  necessarily  considered  by  the  Department  in  making  its 
finding  of  fact  touching  the  character  of  the  land.  In  the  absence  of 
new  evidence,  the  matters  thus  alleged  do  not  warrant  a  review  of  the 
decision  complained  of.  Pike  v,  Atkinson  (12  L.  D.,  226). 
The  motion  is  denied. 

This  action  renders  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  discuss  Dickinson^ 
motion  to  dismiss,  filed  pending  the  said  motion  for  review. 
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PRACTICE-NOTICK  OF  DBCISION— APPEAL. 

OOOPBB  V.  ABANT. 

Where  notice  of  a  decision  is  served  both  on  the  attorney  of  record,  and  the  party 
he  represents,  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  mnst  be  taken  mns  from  the 
date  of  the  service  first  made. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oammissumer  of  the  Oenerai 

Land  Office^  April  26, 1892. 

On  October  11, 1887,  William  F.  Arant  made  homestead  entary  No, 
889  for  the  W.  J  of  the  K  E.  J  and  the  W.  J  of  the  S.  E.  i  of  Sec.  8,  T. 
39  S.,  E.  10  E.,  Lakeview,  Oregon. 

He  made  commutation  proof  thereon  on  October  15, 1888,  and  on  the 
same  day  James  E.  Cooper  filed  a  protest  against  the  approval  thereof! 
A  trial  was  had  on  April  17, 1889,  and  on  September  18, 1889,  the  reg- 
ister and  receiver  found  in  favor  of  protestant  Cooper  j  an  appeal  was 
taken  by  claimant  to  you  and  on  November  7, 1891,  you  affirmed  the 
finding  of  the  local  land  officers  and  held  Arant's  entry  for  canceUa- 
tion. 

He  filed  an  appeal  in  your  office  from  said  judgment  on  January  19, 
1892,  and  on  March  23, 1892,  attorneys  for  Cooper  filed,  in  your  office  a 
motion  to  reject  said  appeal  because  not  taken  in  time,  alleging  among 
other  things,  that 

The  decision  in  this  case  was  made  by  letter  ''  H,"  dated  KoTember  1, 1891.  Notice 
was  given  by  letter  "  H  "  of  the  same  date  to  Mr.  William  B.  Mathews  of  this  city, 
as  attorney  for  the  defendant,  Arant.  Allowing  one  day  for  transmission  of  this 
notice  (Kale  97)  the  time  for  appeal  expired  on  January  1, 1892. 

You  did  not  reject  the  appeal  but  transmitted  it  to  this  Department, 
The  attorneys  for  Cooper  have  now  renewed  the  motion  to  dismiss 
the  appeal. 

The  record  transmitted  by  you  on  the  appeal  of  Arant  from  your 
judgment  shows  that  notice  of  your  decision  was  served  on  Arant  by 
registered  mail  on  November  19, 1891,  and  the  appeal  is  shown  to  have 
been  filed  by  him  on  January  19, 1892,  Allowing  the  sixty  days  pre- 
scribed by  Rule  ^  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  within  which  an  apx>eal 
may  be  filed  from  your  judgment  and  the  additional  ten  days  allowed 
by  Rule  87,  the  appeal  was  taken  in  time,  but  on  inquiry  at  your  office 
it  has  been  ascertained  that  a  notice  of  your  judgment  was  given  to 
William  B.  Mathews  of  this  city,  the  attorney  of  record  representing 
Arant  by  letter  of  your  office,  dated  November  7, 1891,  and  you  have 
since  furnished  a  copy  of  this  letter,  which  has  been  added  to  the  record 
where  it  properly  belongs.  Why  it  was  not  with  the  other  part  of  the 
record  has  not  been  explained.  Mjithews  received  this  letter,  as  is 
shown  by  his  written  acknowledgment  on  November  8, 1891,  and  as 
the  appejil  was  not  filed  until  January  19, 1892,  it  was  not  filed  within 
the  sixty  days  allowed  for  such  filing  when  service  of  notice  is  had  on 
<x)unsel  residing  in  this  city. 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  42  & 

In  this  case  notice  was  served  on  local  counsel  on  November  8, 1891, 
and  on  claimant  in  person  on  !N'ovember  19, 1891.  Under  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  Peterson  v.  Fort  (11  L.  D.  439)  the  time  in  which  an 
appeal  may  be  taken  runs  from  the  date  of  the  first  service;  following 
this  rale  the  motion  to  dismiss  this  case  must  be  allowed. 

The  appeal  is  accordingly  dismissed. 


TIMBER    CULTUBK    ENTRY— PENDING    CONTEST-COMTLIANCB    WITH 

LAW. 

SIMMS  ET  AL  V.  BUSSE. 

A  timber  ctdtnre  entryman  who  is  irre^larly  allowed  to  enter  land  inyolved  in  a 
pending  contest^  is  required  to  comply  with  the  law  during  the  pendency  of  snch 
contest. 

The  case  of  Jones  v,  Kennett,  6  L.  D.,  688,  overrnled. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerai 

Land  Office^  April  26^  1892. 

On  November  4, 1881,  Theodore  B.  Vestry  made  timber  culture  entry 
No.  6969  for  the  N.  E.^  of  Sec.  18,  T.  107  N.,  B.  62  W.,  Mitchell,  South 
Dakota. 

On  November  6, 1883,  Edmund  L.  Davis  filed  a  contest  against  said 
entry,  charging  that  it  was  made  for  speculative  purposes.  The  regis- 
ter and  receiver  dismissed  the  contest  because  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
affidavit  of  contest.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  you  and  after  considering 
the  appeal  you  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  land  officers  and  dismissed 
the  contest. 

An  appeal  was  thon  taken  from  your  judgment  to  this  Department 
and  in  January  1886,  your  judgment  was  modified  and  Davis  was  al- 
lowed to  amend  his  contest  affidavit,  this  he  did,  on  March  26, 1886,, 
alleging  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  Vestry.  Another  hearing  was  had  and 
the  case  was  finally  disposed  of  on  March  17, 1890,  by  failure  of  Davis 
to  appeal  from  your  decision  of  July  18, 1889,  adverse  to  him. 

On  February  25, 1884,  while  Davis'  contest  was  still  pending.  Vestry's 
entry  was  canceled  on  relinquishment  and  notwithstanding  the  pending 
contest  W.  H.  Busse  was  allowed  to  make  timber  culture  entry  No. 
11,826  for  the  tract  in  question. 

On  December  6, 1887,  Ansel  L.  Sims  initiated  a  contest  against  said 
entry,  alleging  that  Busse  had  not  complied  with  the  law  in  that  he  had 
failed  to  plant  trees,  seeds  or  cuttings  on  said  tract  during  the  third 
year  after  making  said  entry  and  that  said  tract  was  then  entirely  des- 
titute of  trees,  seeds  or  cuttings.  On  December  10, 1888,  Minnie  L. 
Burdick  also  initiated  a  contest  against  said  entry. 

On  August  26, 1889,  Ansel  L.  Sims  filed  an  amended  contest  in  lieu  of 
the  original  contest  filed  by  him  in  1887. 
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Notice  was  issued  on  the  contest  of  Bnrdick  and  December  10, 1887, 
6et  for  hearing  on  that  day;  both  Burdick  and  Sims  apx>eared  and  Sims 
protested  against  the  hearing,  claiming  a  preference  right  to  contest  the 
entry.  The  10th  day  of  February  1890,  was  designated  by  the  local  land 
officers  to  hear  evidence  as  to  which  was  entitled  to  contest  the  entry, 
the  trial  was  had  and  after  considering  the  case  the  register  and  receiver 
awarded  the  preference  right  to  Sims.  His  original  contest  papers 
could  not  then  be  found,  but  since  then  they  have  been  discovered  in 
the  local  office  and  transmitted  to  this  Department. 

Evidence  was  introduced  by  both  Sims  and  Burdick  showing  concla- 
sively  that  Busse  had  made  no  attempt  to  comply  with  the  timber  col- 
ture  law  since  his  entry  was  made. 

Busse  made  a  motion  before  the  register  and  receiver  to  dismiss  the 
contest  of  both  Sims  and  Burdick  and  appealed  to  you  from  their  order, 
rejecting  said  motion. 

Burdick  appealed  to  you  from  the  finding  of  the  register  and  receiver 
awarding  Ansel  L.  Sims  the  prior  right  to  contest  the  entry  of  Busse 
and  on  August  2, 1890,  the  local  land  officers  transmitted  to  you  the 
contest  record  of  Sims  v.  Busse  and  the  appeal  of  Busse  from  their 
decision,  recommending  his  entry  for  cancellation. 

On  December  10, 1890,  you  considered  these  various  appeals  and  held 
that  the  motion  of  Busse  to  have  the  contests  of  Sims  and  Burdick  dis- 
missed should  be  sustained,  you  accordingly  sustained  the  motion  and 
dismissed  said  contests,  stating  that 

I  am  of  the  opiiiion  that  the  timber  cnlture  entry  of  BoBse  No.  11,826  made  Febra- 
ary  25, 1884,  for  the  said  land  wae  not  open  to  contest  for  any  failure  to  comply  with 
the  law,  nntil  sometime  subsequent  to  March  17, 1890,  when  there  was  a  determina- 
tion of  the  contest  of  Davis  v,  Yestry. 

Sims  and  Burdick  have  appealed  from  your  judgment  to  this  Depart- 
ment. 

It  is  stoutly  maintained  by  counsel  for  Busse  that  your  judgment  is 
correct  because  while  the  contest  of  Davis  against  the  entiy  of  Yestry 
was  pending,  Busse,  who  had  purchased  the  relinquishment  of  Vestry 
and  made  an  entry  on  the  tract,  was  not  bound  to  perform  any  labor 
on  the  land  or  to  comply  with  the  timber-culture  laws.  As  a  reason 
for  this  contention  it  is  asserted  that  to  require  him  to  expend  money 
and  labor  on  the  tract  without  having  any  assurance  that  he  would 
ultimately  get  the  land,  would  be  a  great  hardship. 

I  do  not  think  your  judgment  is  correct.  The  allowance  of  Busse's 
entry  during  the  pendency  of  the  contest  of  Davis  was  in  violation  of 
the  rules  of  the  Department,  but  having  been  allowed  and  he  given 
whatever  benefits  it  conferred  (and  it  did  confer  the  right  of  possession) 
he  should  be  held  to  have  also  assumed  all  the  obligations  incident  to 
said  entry;  one  of  these  obligations  is  that  he  should  comply  with  the 
law  the  same  as  other  entrymen  under  the  timber  culture  law. 

It  is  held  by  the  Department  that  during  the  pendency  of  a  timber 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS.      431 

culture  contest,  the  entryman  is  not  excused  firom  complying  with  the 
law,  but  it  is  said  in  this  case  that  no  contest  was  pending  against  this 
entry  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  present  one  and  that  therefore  the 
rule  above  referred  to  is  not  applicable.  This  contention  is  antenablCi 
of  course,  if  no  contest  was  pending  an  entryman  is  required  to  com- 
ply with  the  law.  In  any  event,  Busse  having  been  allowed,  at  his 
own  instance  and  upon  his  own  application  to  make  an  entry  must  be 
held  bound  to  comply  with  the  law.  The  application  of  Sims  to  con- 
test having  been  received  first  must  be  held  to  have  conferred  upon 
him  the  preference  right  to  contest.  The  application  of  Burdick  to  con- 
test said  entry  is  denied,  the  contest  of  Sims  held  to  be  prior  and  as 
the  evidence  introduced  by  him  shows  that  Busse  has  not  complied 
with  the  timber  culture  law  his  entry  must  be  and  is  hereby  canceled 
aud  Sims  allowed  the  preference  right  to  make  an  entry  on  the  tract. 

The  case  of  Jones  v.  Kennett  (6  L.  D.,  688),  decided  May  17, 1888,  is 
hereby  overruled,  in  so  far  as  it  is  conflict  with  this  decision* 

Your  judgment  is  accordingly  reversed. 


PBE-EMPTIOK  BNTBT-CONFIHMATION— SETTLEMENT. 

Fox  V.  OUMMINGS. 

An  adverse  claim  originatliig  prior  to  final  entry  defeats  confirmation  nnder  the  body 
of  section  7,  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

An  erroneons  aUegation  in  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  as  to  the  date  of  set- 
tlement, does  not  preclude  the  pre-emptor  from  showing  the  actual  date  thereof^ 

First  A89%8tani  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

LaM  Office,  April  27^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Henry  Fox  v.  William  D.  Oummings^ 
involving  pre-emption  entry  made  by  the  latter  November  17, 1886,  for 
the  SE.  i  of  the  NE.  i,  the  E.  ^  of  the  SE.  ^  and  the  SW.  I  of  the  BE. 
i  of  section  12,  T.  2  K,  E.  68  W.,  Denver  land  district,  Colorado. 

Fox  made  homestead  entry  of  the  tract  August  28, 1886. 

One  William  F.  Lewis,  claiming  to  be  a  mortgagee  of  the  entryman 
Gummings,  has  filed  a  protest  against  the  cancellation  of  the  entry, 
setting  forth  that  he  is  the  present  owner  of  the  land,  having  foreclosed 
a  mortgage  thereon;  and  that,  should  the  entry  be  canceled,  it  would 
involve  a  loss  to  him  of  $2,500. 

The  entry  can  not  be  confirmed  under  section  7  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1891 ;  because  the  adverse  claim  of  Fox  (whether  or  not  it  shall  be 
held  to  be  a  viAid  adverse  claim)  originated  prior  to  Gummings'  final 
entry,  and  is  therefore  expressly  excluded  by  the  terms  of  said  section 
(26  Stat,  1096). 

Final  proof  was  made  (before  the  local  offtcers)  November  15,  and 
final  certificate  issued  November  17, 1886.  Fox  and  his  attorney  were 
present  and  cross-examined  the  entryman  and  his  witnesses. 
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From  the  proof  it  appears  that  Gninmings  settled  on  the  tract  on 
February  18, 1884;  that  he  soon  afterward  built  a  small  frame  house, 
eight  by  sixteen  feet,  in  which  he  and  his  Bamiily  resided  for  a  while; 
that  he  afterward  erected  a  biick  house,  measuring  sixteen  by  thirty 
feet,  a  story  and  a  half  high,  with  two  rooms  below  and  two  above; 
with  two  outside  doors,  six  inside  doors,  eight  windows,  matched  floor- 
ing throughout,  aud  a  shingle  roof;  contract  price  $940^  the  small 
house  in  which  he  first  lived  is  now  used  for  a  coal-house;  that  he  also 
buOt  a  frame  barn,  sixteen  by  thirty-six  feet;  a  granary  sixteen  by 
twenty  feet;  that  he  put  up  a  wire  fence  (partly  of  two  wires  and  partly 
of  three)  around  the  entire  tract;  that  he  broke  eight  or  ten  acres,  and 
has  since  cultivated  the  same,  but  that  the  principal  use  he  has  made  of 
the  I'cirm  has  been  for  grazing  purposes.    In  regard  to  residence  he 
testifies  that  ^^  for  the  first  two  years  he  was  not  gone  at  all";  since 
then  he  has  worked  elsewhere  ^^off  and  on";  that  he  and  his  family 
were  on  the  claim  all  the  winter  preceding  his  making  proof;  that  for 
the  six  months  preceding  final  proof  he  had  been  absent,  working  (prin- 
cipally for  his  father)  probably  about  four  months;  that  his  family  were 
a  part  of  the  time  with  him  at  his  father's  and  a  part  of  the  time  on  the 
claim  even  when  he  was  absent;  that  during  the  absences  of  the  family 
the  house  was  locked,  and  the  furniture  left  in  it— consisting  of  bed- 
stead and  bedclothes,  stove,  table,  five  or  six  chairs,  safe,  dishes,  etc. 

It  is  clear  that  no  failure  to  comply  with  the  law  as  to  residence, 
cultivation,  or  improvements  is  shown  that  would  justify  a  cancellation 
of  the  entry. 

The  ground  upon  which  you  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  is,  that 
in  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement,  filed  March  4, 1884,  Gummiugs 
alleged  settlement  on  February  18, 188^— a  year  and  two  weeks  pre- 
viously. Calculating  from  that  date,  you  find  that  filing  expired  No- 
vember 18, 1885;  and  that  his  final  proof  of  November  15, 1886,  made 
nearly  a  year  afterward,  could  not  be  accepted,  in  view  of  the  homestead 
entry  of  said  Fox,  made  August  28, 1886. 

The  attendant  circumstances  strongly  indicate  that  the  date  of  Feb- 
ruary 18,  <<  1883,"  upon  which  settlement  is  alleged  in  the  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement,  is  a  clerical  error  for  February  18, 1884.  It  seems 
much  more  probable  that  a  person  would  file  his  declaratory  statement 
within  a  fortnight  after  settlement  than  that  he  would  violate  the  law 
and  risk  the  loss  of  his  claim  by  postponing  such  filing  for  a  year  and  a 
fortnight  thereafter.  It  seems  more  probable  that  he  would  make  his 
final  proof  two  days  before  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  than  that  he 
would  risk  the  loss  of  his  finely  improved  claim  by  postponing  it  until 
a  year  (lacking  two  days)  after  the  expiration  of  that  period.  It  is  not 
necessary,  however,  to  enter  into  any  careful  investigation  to  determine 
the  origin  of  the  error  in  the  date  of  settlement,  as  found  in  the  declar- 
atory statement,  in  case  it  is  clearly  shown  to  be  an  error. 

In  his  final  proof,  the  entryman  states  that  he  first  made  settlement 
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on  "  February  18, 1884."  Both  his  witnesses  testify  that  he  made  set- 
tlement in  the  "  spring  of  1884P 

In  the  case  of  Tipp  v.  Thomas  (3  L.  D.,  102)  the  Department  held  that 
the  law  gives  the  entryman  a  right  to  the  land  from  the  date  of  his  set- 
tlement, if  duly  exercised;  and  this  right  is  not  to  be  defeated  by  a  dis- 
crepant allegation  he  may  have  made,  when  he  can  show  that  it  was 
made  by  mistake.''  See  also  the  case  of  Zinkand  v.  Brown  (3  L.  D. 
380);  l^orthem  Paoiflo  E.  B.  v.  Stuart  (11  L.  D.,143)j  same  t?.  Sales,  (12 
L.  D.,  299). 

In  the  cases  above  cited  the  date  as  proved  is  earlier  than  that  set 
forth  in  the  declaratory  statement;  but  the  principle  applies  equally  to 
the  case  at  bar,  wherein  it  is  shown  by  sworn  testinlony  (and  not  denied 
by  the  protestant,)  that  the  settlement  was  actually  made  at  a  date 
later  than  that  alleged  in  the  declaratory  statement. 

Accepting  it  as  a  fact  that  the  pre-emption  claimant  settled  on  the 
land  February  18, 1884,  the  time  prescribed  by  law  had  not  expired 
when  he  made  final  proof,  !N"ovember  15, 1886. 

The  homestead  entry  of  Fox,  made  while  Gummings  was  residing 
upon  and  occupying  the  tract,  and  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  period 
prescribed  by  law  within  which  final  proof  must  be  made,  conferred 
upon  him  no  rights  as  against  the  pre-emption  claimant. 

Your  decision  is  reversed.  Patent  will  issue  upon  Oummings'  final 
proo^  and  Fox's  homestead  entry  will  be  canceled* 


APPLICATION  rOR  SURVET— ISI*Ain>« 

L.  F.  ScoxT. 

An  island  foTmed  in  a  Tiyer,  after  the  survey  and  disposition  of  the  adjoining  shore 
landBy  does  not  belong  to  the  United  States,  and  the  Department,  therefore,  haa 
no  joriBdiction  to  direct  its  survey. 

AeK/ng  Secreta/ry  Oha/ndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land 

Office^  ApHl  JS7y  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  September  28, 1891,  transmitting  the 
application  of  L.  F.  Scott,  of  Howard  county,  Missouri,  for  the  survey 
of  an  island,  described  as  being  in  the  Missouri  river,  "  opposite  sec- 
tions 10,  14,  and  16,  township  62  N.,  R.  19  W.,  Saline  Co.,  and  opposite 
sections  17  and  18,  T.  52  K,  E.  18  W.,  in  Chariton  Co.,  Missouri." 

It  is  shown  that  the  island  contains  about  three  hundred  a^res  of 
land;  that  the  width  of  the  channel  on  either  side,  between  the  island 
and  the  main  shore,  is  one  thousand  feet,  and  the  depth  thereof  at  ordi- 
nary stages  of  water  is  about  ten  feet;  that  the  island  is  about  three 
feet  above  high  water  mark  not  subject  to  overflow,  and  the  land  fit  for 
agricultaral  purposes,    l^o  improvements  are  on  the  island. 

JTotice  of  the  applicant's  intention  to  apply  for  the  survey  appears  to 
have  been  served  upon  the  owners  of  all  the  adjoining  lands  upon 
opposite  sides  of  the  river,  and  also  upon  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
14561— VOU  14 ^28 
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State  of  Missouri,  as  evidenced  by  his  acknowledgment  thereof  on  Aa- 
gust  26,  1891. 

N:)  protest  appears  to  have  been  filed  against  the  application,  either 
by  the  State,  or  by  other  persons,  and  you  recommend  that  the  appli- 
cation be  allowed  and  the  survey  ordered. 

The  survey  applied  for  can  only  be  ordered  when  it  clearly  appears 
that  the  island  belongs  to  the  United  States;  otherwise  the  Department 
has  no  jurisdiction  and  therefore  no  power  to  direct  the  survey. 

The  photolithographic  copies  of  the  official  plats  of  the  townships  52 
north,  ranges  18  and  19  west,  Missouri,  transmitted  with  your  letter, 
indicate  no  island  in  the  Missouri  river  in  the  location  represented  on 
the  diagram  submitted  with  the  application. 

The  survey  of  tlie  two  tx)wn8hips  was  made  in  the  year  1820,  and  the 
same  was  approved  by  the  surveyor-general  August  9, 1843. 

South  of  Sec.  17,  T.  62  N.,  R.  18  W.,  is  an  island,  caUed  "  Island  No. 
24,"  which  by  the  survey  of  1820  contained  57.81  acres,  and,  in  a  letter 
of  June  28, 1891,  R.  B.  Oaples,  attorney  for  applicant,  says: 

There  is  now  no  island  at  the  point  indicated  for  Island  24.  What  was  an  island 
when  the  survey  was  made  is  new  a  part  of  the  main  land — the  slough  having  filled 
up  many  years  since.  The  island  we  desire  surveyed  is  a  later  formation,  and  is 
about  half  a  mile  from  the  old  island  24,  at  the  nearest  point.  The  main  channel  of 
the  Missouri  river  passes  between  the  two  bodies  of  laud.  They  were  never  con- 
nected. 

It  appears  from  the  above  statement  that  the  island  applied  to  be 
surveyed  is  of  late  formation.  It  is  represented  as  being  nearly  equi- 
distant from  the  opposite  shores  of  the  river,  which  is  about  ten  feet 
deep  on  each  side  of  the  ishind. 

This  island  having  formed  since  the  survey  and  disposition  of  the 
adjoining  shore  lands,  does  not  belong  to  the  United  States,  and  there- 
fore this  Department  has  no  jurisdiction  to  direct  its  survey.  Hardin 
1?.  Jordan,  140  TJ.  S.,  371;  John  P.  Hoel,  13  L.  D.,  688. 

Your  recommendation  that  the  island  be  surveyed  is  therefore  disap- 
proved. 

TIMBER  CULTUUB  ENTRT-irKTAIi  PROOP-ACT  OP  MARCH  8,  18f  1. 

Samuel  C.  Donaldson. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1891,  does  not  relieve  a  timber  culture  entryman  Ax>m  oultirat- 
iuff  the  quantity  and  character  of  trees  specified  in  the  act  of  1878,  nor  repeal 
the  provision  in  said  act  that  requires  at  least  six  hundred  and  serenty-five  living 
and  thrifty  trees  to  each  acre  at  the  time  final  proof  is  submitted. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  April  J2d,  1892. 

Samuel  C.  Donaldson  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  April  1,1891, 
rejecting  his  final  proof  upon  timber-culture  entry  No.  612,  made  Jan- 
uary 9, 1882,  for  the  W.  ^  of  XW.  J  and  the  W.  J  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  2,  T.  3 
S.,  E.  26  E.,  The  DaUes  laud  office,  Oregon. 
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Tour  decision  affirms  that  of  the  register  and  receiver. 

Claimant's  testimony  in  his  final  proof,  made  March  21, 1890,  shows 
that  he  broke  ten  acres  in  April  of  the  first  year ;  thirty  acres  in  March 
and  April  of  the  second  year,  and  sixty  acres  in  March  and  April  of  the 
third  year;  that  in  April  of  the  second  year  (1883)  he  planted  five  acres 
to  lombardy  poplar  cuttings  and  box-elder  seeds,  measuring  the  ground 
with  a  tape  line;  that  in  the  third  year  (1884)  he  planted  five  additional 
acres  to  box-elder  x>oplars  and  walnuts — again  measuring  the  land ;  that 
the  ground  was  well  plowed,  harrowed,  and  cultivated,  and  he  raised 
thereon  fine  crops  of  wheat.  He  says  "  some  trees  died  out  in  dry  sum- 
mers and  was  filled  up  by  replanting  and  are  now  growing;"  that  he 
had  planted  eleven  acres  in  trees,  and  they  were  all  in  a  healthy  condi- 
tion ;  that  he  had  planted  over  27,000  seeds  and  cuttings  on  the  tract, 
and  that  on  day  proof  was  made  there  were,  by  actual  count,  760  trees 
to  the  acre. 

One  of  the  proof  witnesses  (Swoggant),  substantially,  corroborated 
claimant's  testimony,  as  to  the  planting  and  cultivation  of  the  cuttings 
and  seeds,  but  had  no  personal  knowledge  as  to  the  number  of  growing 
trees  at  date  of  proof. 

Witness,  Charles  E.  Fell,  keeper  of  a  nursery,  testified  that  he  had 
no  personal  knowledge  of  the  breaking  done  the  second  and  third  years; 
but  swears  that  the  land  was  well  prepared  and  planted;  that  claimant 
lost  by  the  drouth  quite  a  number  of  trees  in  1886  and  1887,  and  during 
those  years  16,000  trees  were  planted  (presumably  in  the  missing  places) ; 
that,  in  1889,  6,000  additional  trees  were  planted,  and  in  1890  1,000 
more;  that  on  the  day  proof  was  made  there  were  750  trees  growing  on 
each  acre,  all  in  good  cultivation  "  at  present  in  character  from  the  size 
of  a  lead  pencil  up  to  three  inches,''  height  from  one  foot  to  twelve  feet; 
that  the  planting  and  cultivation  had  been  throughly  done.  Witness, 
Krow,  knew  nothing  of  the  breaking,  cultivation,  or  replanting,  but 
swears  eleven  acres  were  planted  to  trees,  and  corroborated  the  other 
witnesses  as  to  the  number  growing  at  date  of  proof  and  the  size  of  the 
trees. 

You  rejected  the  proof,  because 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  a  sufficient  nnmber  of  the  trees  are  of  a  size  and  age 
to  indicate  that  they  have  been  cultivated  the  proper  length  of  time. 

It  wiD  be  seen  that  final  proof  was  submitted  but  little  over  eight 
years  from  date  of  entry.  Five  thousand  trees  were  planted  in  1889, 
and  one  thousand  in  1890.  The  last  thousand  were  evidently  planted 
just  before  proof  was  offered. 

While  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  changed  the  depart- 
mental construction  then  in  force  as  to  the  period  of  cultivation  and  as 
to  what  shall  be  deemed  acts  of  cultivation,  it  does  not  relieve  the 
claimant  from  cultivating  "  the  quantitj^  and  character^  of  trees  men- 
tioned in  the  timber-culture  act  of  1878,  or  repeal  the  provision  which 
requires  at  least  "  676  living  and  thrifty  trees  to  each  acre  "  to  be  grow- 
ing at  the  time  final  proof  is  submitted. 
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If  in  1890  it  was  needful  to  plant  one  thousand  trees  to  fill  up  miss- 
ing places,  occasioned  by  dry  weather,  it  can  not  be  said  that  such  trees 
in  March  of  that  year  were  '^thrifty." 

While  the  proof  shows  that  claimant  has  used  diligence  in  his  efforts 
to  grow  trees,  yet  unfavorable  seasons  have  prevented  such  growth, 
and  the  provisions  in  the  act  of  1878,  giving  five  years  additional  time, 
were  enacted  to  meet  just  such  contingencies  as  have  happened  in  this 
case. 

I  think  the  proof  fails  to  show  such  a  number  of  "  living  thrifty'' 
trees  as  justifies  its  acceptance.  He  stOl  has  about  five  years  firom 
date  of  proof  to  show  full  compliance  with  law. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


TIMBER  LAND— APPLICATION— PIUBLIMTNABY  ABTrDAVTT. 

GBACE  V.  Gabpenteb. 

The  prior  personal  inspection  of  land  required  of  an  appUcant  under  the  act  of  June 
3, 1878;  does  not  necessarily  require  said  applicant  to  actually  pass  over  the  land 
in  question. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  April  29^  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  A.  O.  Carpenter  firom  your  decision 
of  August  23, 1890,  awarding  to  Frank  P.  Gra<5e  the  S.  J  of  SW.  i,  Sec- 
14,  and  E.  ^  of  WN.  i,  Sec.  23,  T.  16  N.,  R.  15  W.,  San  Francisco  land 
district,  California. 

It  appears  that  Grace  and  Carpenter  filed  applications  on  the  same 
day  (March  1, 1888,)  to  enter  the  above  described  tracts  under  the  tim- 
ber law,  filing  therewith  the  usual  sworn  statement  as  to  the  chanu'ter 
of  the  land,  etc.  In  point  of  time  the  application  of  Grace  was  received 
some  two  or  three  hours  before  that  of  Carpenter  and  both  parties  gave 
notice  of  intention  to  submit  proof  in  support  of  their  claims  before  the 
local  officers. 

May  23, 1888,  the  day  set  for  the  hearing  to  decide  which  applicant 
had  the  better  right,  Grace  and  Carpenter  both  appeared  with  counsel 
and  witnesses  and  the  testimony  submitted  was  taken.  The  local  offi- 
cers decided  in  favor  of  the  contestant;  thereupon  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed and  you  sustained  the  decision  below. 

Defendant  again  appealed,  alleging  in  substance,  that  Grace  did  not 
make  personal  examination  of  the  land  as  required  and  therefore  he 
was  not  comi)etent  to  make  said  timber  ai)plication. 

The  fact  that  the  land  in  question  is  uninhabited;  that  it  contains  no 
mining,  or  other  improvements,  or  known  minerals,  and  that  the  tracts 
are  timber  land  chiefly  valuable  as  such  and  unfit  for  agricultural  pnr- 
poseS;  is  satisfactorily  established  and  is  also  conceded  by  both  parties 
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to  this  contest;  therefore  the  only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
Grace  did  make  such  an  examination  of  the  land  contemplated  by  the 
timber  law  as  would  entitle  Mm  to  the  prior  right  of  purchase. 

The  testimony  adduced  in  this  case  shows  that  Grace  was  a  conductor 
on  a  railroad  in  Oalifornia,  and  desiring  togpurchase  some  government 
timber  land,  made  arrangements  with  W.  H.  Snell,  land  agent,  to  select 
him  a  tract. 

About  February  25, 1888,  he  wrote  Grace  that  he  had  found  a  timber 
tract  such  as  would  probably  suit  him,  and  set  a  day  that  he  would 
go  with  him  and  examine  the  land. 

In  accordance  with  this  understanding,  Grace  made  arrangements  to 
leave  his  employment  for  a  few  days  and  on  February  27, 1888,  met 
SneU  and  five  other  parties  seeking  government  land,  at  Ukiah,  the 
county  seat  of  Mendocino  county,  California. 

The  agent  gave  Grace  a  township  plat,  showing  the  above  described 
tracts  maj'ked  thereon,  as  the  land  selected  for  him,  and  the  morning 
after  his  arrival  at  Ukiah,  Suell  being  unable  to  act  as  guide  to  the 
party,  himself,  sent  Oharles  Smith,  county  assessor,  and  a  Mr.  Mont- 
gomery to  show  the  parties  the  diiOferent  selections  of  government  land. 

It  further  appears  that  when  the  party  started  from  Ukiah,  Carpen- 
ter, the  defendant,  also  joined  them  with  the  understanding  that  as  he 
came  in  last,  the  others  were  to  have  the  right  to  make  their  selections 
first.  After  a  ride  on  horseback  of  about  twenty  miles,  the  whole  party 
remained  over  night  at  the  house  of  Eobert  W.  Kellen,  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses in  this  case,  and  in  the  morning,  as  the  lands  to  be  inspected 
were  located  in  different  directions  within  a  radius  of  a  few  miles,  the 
party  divided,  Montgomery,  one  of  the  guides,  taking  with  him  Grace, 
Shattuck,  Hughs,  and  Davidson;  and  Assessor  Smith  taking  the  bal- 
ance of  the  party,  including  the  defendant.  Grace  testifies  that  soon 
after  starting  out  he  asked  Montgomery  if  they  were  not  going  to  see 
all  the  selections,  particularly  the  one  selected  for  him  by  SneU;  to 
which  he  replied  "he  did  not  think  we  could  go  over  all  of  them  in  one 
day,  but  tliat  we  would  in  a  short  time  be  near  enough  to  see  it  all  and 
that  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  file;"  that  after  going  some  two 
miles  Montgomery  pointed  out  the  land  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
river,  plainly  seen  and  covered  with  timbei;.  A  little  farther  on  they 
reached  another  high  point  where  they  could  see  for  miles  around. 
Here  Montgomery  again  pointed  out  the  land,  and  on  returning,  after 
inspection  of  the  other  tracts,  they  again  passed  in  sight  of  the  land 
in  question. 

On  reaching  Eellen's  after  the  inspection,  they  found  the  other  party 
there,  and  Assessor  Smith  corroborated  Montgomery's  statement  that 
Grace  had  examined  the  land  sufficiently  to  make  his  filing  and  there- 
fore it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  go  upon  the  land. 

Grace  farther  testifies  that  after  their  return  to  Ukiah,  he  learned 
that  the  parties  proposed  drawing  lots  for  the  different  tracts  exam- 
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ined^  that  be  declined  to  enter  into  snch  an  arrangement,  as  he  had 
already  selected  the  land  now  in  controyersy.  Soon  afterwards  he  waa 
informed  that  one  Gibson  had  drawn  his  claim  and  subsequently  it 
transi>ired  that  Gibson  and  Carpenter  before  presenting  their  applica- 
tions at  the  local  office,  exchanged  claims  and  in  this  manner  Carpen- 
ter became  applicant  for  the  same  land  Grace  had  applied  for. 

After  making  application  Grace  with  a  yiew  of  confirming  his  state- 
ment as  to  the  character  of  the  land  again  visited  that  section  accom- 
panied by  Snell  and  Smith  and  made  a  thorough  examination  of  the 
tracts.  He  found  that  not  only  had  the  agent  correctly  represented 
the  land,  but  that  his  former  observations  in  relation  to  the  land, 
although  at  a  distance  therefrom,  were  m  every  particular  correct. 

Montgomery's  testimony  in  the  main  corroborates  that  of  Grace;  he 
admits  pointing  out  the  land  as  indicated  and  that  Grace  showed  him 
the  plat  given  him  by  Snell  with  the  land  marked  thereon,  also  that  he 
instructed  him  that  seeing  and  examining  the  land  in  the  inanner  indi- 
cated was  sufficient  to  make  a  filing. 

The  testimony  of  Kellen  shows  that  he  has  lived  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
land  for  fourteen  years;  that  he  is  well  acquainted  with  the  country 
and  can  point  out  the  land  in  question  from  the  places  Grace  saw  it; 
that  "he  (Grace)  seemed  anxious  to  be  in  the  right"  and  secure  this 
particular  land  and  that  he  heard  Assessor  Smith  tell  Grace  at  his 
house  after  the  inspection,  that  the  examination  made  was  all  that  was 
necessary. 

Shattuck's  testimony  shows  that  he  heard  Grace  ask  where  his  land 
was  and  that  Montgomery  took  him  out  on  a  high  bluff  overlooking 
the  land  and  pointed  out  the  tract  marked  out  for  him  by  Snell,  and 
when  asked  by  Grace  if  he  was  certain,  answered  "yes,"  pointing  out  a 
well-known  claim  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land  as  establishing  the  correct- 
ness of  the  designation. 

The  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  89),  for  the  sale  of  timber  and  stone 
lands,  provides  that  applicants  to  purchase  such  lands  shall  file  a  sworn 
statement  designating  the  land,  that  the  same  is  unfit  for  cultivation, 
and  valuable  chiefly  for  its  timber  or  stone;  that  it  is  uninhabited; 
contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements  nor  any  valuable  deposits  of 
minerals;  that  applicant  has  made  no  other  application  under  this  act 
and  that  he  applies  in  good  faith  for  the  same  for  his  own  use  and 
benefit. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  statement  is  divided  into  two  parte. 
First,  the  applicant  must  state  that  the  land  is  unfit  for  cultivation,  unin- 
habited and  unimproved.  This  statement  he  makes  under  oath  and 
this  necessarily  implies  a  personal  knowledge  of  the  land.  Secondly, 
he  must  make  oath  that  to  the  best  of  his  belief  the  land  contains  no 
valuable  deposits  of  mineral,  etc.  This  part  of  the  affidavit  may  of 
course  be  made  on  information. 
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There  is  no  doubt  that  Congress  intended  to  distinguish  between 
those  conditions  of  the  land  that  could  be  known  by  observation  and 
those  that  are  known  or  determined  upon  information  and  belief.  The 
circular  of  instructions  approved  by  this  Department  July  16, 1878, 
prescribes  the  language  of  the  sworn  statement  in  part  as  follows: 

That  I  have  personally  examined  said' land  and  from  my  personal  knowledge  state 
that  said  land  is  unfit  for  onltivation  and  valaable  chiefly  for  its  timber;  that  it  is 
uninhabited ;  that  it  contains  no  mining  or  other  improvements,  etc. 

The  question  naturally  arises  in  this  case:  What  is  meant  by  personal 
knowledge?  Is  the  applicant  actually  required  to  travel  over  the  land 
to  obtain  a  personal  knowledge  of  the  same,  or  can  the  laud  be  in- 
spected by  passing  near  it,  or  by  inspecting  the  land  from  some  eleva- 
tion overlooking  the  same,  sufficiently  to  meet  the  requirements  of  law? 

It  would  seem  that  where  a  party  has  examined  the  land  personally 
to  such  an  extent,  either  by  passing  over  the  tracts  or  by  inspecting 
them  from  an  elevation,  that  he  can  and  does  swear  to  the  mat<^rial  facts 
in  making  his  application,  that  it  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  law. 
Especially  is  this  true  where  the  actual  status  of  the  land  is  found  to 
be  as  set  forth  in  said  affidavit. 

The  mere  technicality  that  a  party  made  the  examination  of  the  land 
without  actually  going  upon  it,  where  no  fraud  is  shown,  and  the  facts 
are  as  sworn  to,  should  not  in  my  opinion  be  construed  to  affect  the 
rights  of  the  applicant.  There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case  to  show  that 
Grace  has  in  any  manner  acted  with  a  fi^audulent  purpose  in  view;  he 
traveled  a  long  distance,  losing  time  with  his  employers,  on  purpose  to 
examine  this  land  and  although  he  did  not  Jictually  go  upon  it,  yet  he 
was  in  a  position  to,  and  did,  know  its  condition  as  being  unfit  for  cul- 
tivation, uninhabited  and  unimproved  as  fully  as  if  he  had  been  over  it. 
Under  such  circumstances,  I  do  not  feel  justified  in  disturbing  your 
oonelusions. 

Tour  decision  is  accordingly  affirmed. 


SETTLBMSNT  RIGHT— BEIilNQUISHMSNT—APPIilCATTON. 

FosGATE  V.  Bell. 

A  timber  onltnie  entryman  who  files  a  relinquishment  of  his  entry,  and  thereupon 
applies  to  enter  the  land  under  the  homestead  law,  cannot  thereby  defeat  the 
adverse  right  of  a  settler  who  is  residing  upon  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  relin- 
quishment. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Lmd  Office^  April  30, 1892. 

On  the  18th  of  June,  1886,  George  F.  Bell  made  timber  culture  entry 
for  the  liTE  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  25  S.,  E.  13  E.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco  land 
district;  California. 
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On  the  3l8t  of  August,  1887,  he  filed  a  relinquishment  of  his  timber 
culture  entry,  and  at  the  same  time  made  homestead  entry  for  the  land. 

On  the  1st  of  September,  1887,  Chester  L.  Fosgate  was  allowed  to  file 
his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  same  tract,  in  which  he 
alleged  settlement  on  the  22d  of  August,  1887. 

On  the  4th  of  September,  1888,  Fosgate  submitted  final  proof  before 
the  local  officers,  against  the  acceptance  of  which  Bell  protested.  A 
hearing  followed,  resulting  in  a  decision  by  the  register  and  receiver  on 
the  30th  of  October,  1888,  in  which  they  accepted  the  final  proof  of  Fos- 
gate, and  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the  homestead  entry  of 
Bell. 

From  that  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office,  and  on  the 
29th  of  January,  1891,  you  reversed  the  decision  appealed  from,  allowed 
the  entry  of  Bell  to  remain  intact,  rejected  the  final  proof  of  Fosgate, 
and  held  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  cancellation. 

On  the  25th  of  February,  1891,  a  motion  for  a  reconsideration  and  a 
rehearing  was  filed  in  the  case,  which  motion  was  denied  by  you  on  the 
9th  of  April  of  that  year.  An  appeal  from  your  decision  of  January 
29,  1891,  brings  the  case  to  the  Department  for  consideration. 

While  holding  the  land  under  his  timber  culture  entry.  Bell  much 
more  than  complied  with  the  provisions  of  that  law,  as  he  plowed  and 
cultivated  to  crop  twenty  acres  the  first  year.  Becoming  apprehensive 
that  he  might  not  be  able  to  hold  the  land  on  his  timber  culture  entry, 
by  reason  of  a  natui^al  growth  of  timber  on  some  parts  of  the  section, 
he  decided  to  relinquish  liis  timber  entry  and  make  homestead  entry 
for  the  tract.  In  his  relinquishment,  the  jurat,  and  the  acknowledge- 
ment, the  date  was  each  time  written  "  March  28,  1887,"  but  the  day 
and  the  month  were  subsequently  scratched  out  by  pen  marks,  and  "Au- 
gust 30,"  substituted.  This  is  the  date  upon  which  it  was  executed, 
and  it  was  filed  in  the  local  office  at  9:45  o'clock  the  next  morning,  at 
which  time  his  homestead  entry  was  made.  In  his  evidence  he  explains 
that  it  was  not  executed  at  the  time  it  was  written,  for  the  reason  that 
there  was  no  notary  public  present  or  convenient  before  whom  he  could 
acknowledge  the  instinin^ent.  He  did  nothing  more  in  the  matter,  ex- 
cept to  harvest  his  crop,  until  he  heard .  that  Fosgate  had  made  settle- 
ment upon  the  land.  He  then  executed  and  filed  the  relinqnisliment, 
and  made  his  homestead  entry. 

Within  six  months  after  making  his  homestead  entry,  he  built  a  com- 
fortable house  and  other  buildings  upon  the  land,  and  moved  his  family 
thereon.  Bell  and  his  ohlest  son  conducted  a  store  in  Paso  Eobles, 
sleeping  in  the  back  part  of  the  store  during  the  week,  and  going  to 
tlie  tract  where  his  family  resided  each  Saturday  evening  and  remaining 
there  until  Monday  morning.  His  residence  and  cultivation,  after  mak- 
ing homestead  entry  for  the  land  up  to  the  time  of  the  hearing,  was  am- 
ply sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law. 

On  the  other  hand  the  testimony  shows  that  Fosgate  went  upon  the 
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land  August  22, 1887,  and  laid  what  he  called  the'  foundation  for  a 
house.  This  foundation  consisted  of  four  strips  or  pieces  of  board, 
nailed  together  in  the  form  of  a  square,  and  a  couple  of  boards  erected 
at  each  corner,  and  held  in'  an  upright  position  by  means  of  braces. 
Nothing  further  was  done  upon  the  land  by  Fosgate  until  the  evening 
of  August  30,  when  he,  accompanied  by  two  Mends,  went  thereon  with 
a  team,  wagon,  camping  outfit  and  provisions.  They  all  slept  within 
the  above  mentioned  foundation  upon  the  land  during  the  night  of 
August  30,  and  cooked  and  ate  breakfast  there  the  following  morning, 
after  which  Fosgate  started  to  Paso  Eobies  for  a  load  of  lumber  with 
which  to  construct  a  house  upon  the  land,  and  with  which  he  returned 
on  the  morning  of  September  1.  He  at  once  commenced  the  construc- 
tion of  a  house,  which  was  completed  in  a  few  days.  His  wife  and  four 
children  joined  him  there  on  the  2d  of  September,  where  they  have 
since  continued  to  reside.  The  house  which  he  built  was  not  erected 
upon  the  foundation  laid  by  him  on  the  22d  of  August,  but  on  another 
part  of  the  tract.  The  material  which  constituted  such  foundation  was, 
however,  used  in  the  construction  of  the  new  house.  His  improvements 
and  cultivation  are  more  valuable  and  extensive  than  those  of  Bell. 
His  final  proof  shows  a  full  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
pre-emption  law,  and  his  acts  performed  upon  the  land  prior  to  the 
homestead  entry  of  Bell,  were  sufficient  to  constitute  settlement  under 
that  law.  These  acts  of  settlement,  however,  were  performed  with  fiill 
knowledge  that  the  land  was  occupied  by  another.  The  growing  or 
harvested  crop  of  grain  gave  him  this  information,  and  whatever  rights 
he  secured  by  his  settlement  were  subject  to  those  of  the  prior  claim- 
ant. 

The  good  faith  of  Bell  in  making  his  timber  culture  entry,  was  never 
assailed  by  contest  or  otherwise,  neither  is  his  good  faith  in  attempting 
to  change  that  to  a  homestead  entry  questioned.  As  between  himself 
and  the  government  he  would  have  been  allowed  to  make  such  change 
without  question,  but  if  other  rights  had  intervened,  the  change  would 
be  subjected  to  such  rights.  In  the  case  of  Bradway  v,  Dowd  (5  L.  D., 
451 ),  this  doctrine  was  stated  in  these  words : 

On  the  presentation  of  the  entryman's  relinqiiishment  accompanied  hy  his  appli- 
cation to  enter  the  land  ander  a  different  law,  the  existing  entry  should  be  at  once 
canceled  and  the  appUcation  aUowed  subject  to  any  intervening  adverse  right. 

The  question  for  determination  therefore  is:  What  rights  did  Fosgate 
gain  by  making  settlement  upon  the  land  during  the  pendency  of  the 
timber  culture  entry  of  BeUf  In  the  case  of  Tilton  v.  Price  (4  L.  D., 
123),  it  was  held  that  "  a  pre-emptor  can  a^xjuire  no  rights  to  a  tract  of 
land  by  settlement  and  residence  thereon  while  the  same  is  occupied 
and  under  the  control  of  another.''  That  case  also  held  that  "  a  relin- 
quishment takes  effect  immediately  upon  being  filed,  and  the  tract  so 
relinquished  becomes  at  once  public  land,  and  subject  to  entry  by  the 
first  legal  applicant*" 
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The  rights  of  a  pre-emptor  are  established  by  his  settlement,  and  tate 
effect  as  of  that  date,  provided  he  makes  his  filing  within  three  months 
after  his  settlement,  and  an  entry  for  the  land,  made  prior  to  the  filing, 
bnt  subsequent  to  the  settlement,  cannot  deprive  the  pre-emptor  of  the 
rights  secured  by  such  settlement. 

In  the  case  of  Wiley  v,  Raymond  (6  L.  D.,  246),  it  was  said  that 

on  the  relinquishment  of  an  entry  the  right  of  a  settler,  then  residing  on  the  land, 
attaches  eo  inatanti,  and  is  superior  to  that  of  a  homesteader  who  enters  the  land  im- 
mediately after  the  said  relinquishment. 

Ill  that  case  the  entryman  had  purchased  the  relinquishment  of  a 
prior  occupant,  but  it  was  held  that  he  acquired  no  rights  thereby  to 
the  land,  and  that  his  right  as  a  settler  must  date  from  the  time  when 
he  made  actual  personal  settlement. 

In  the  case  at  bar  Bell  never  made  actual  personal  settlement  upon 
the  land  prior  to  his  relinquishment,  although  his  rights  to  the  land 
were  superior  to  those  of  Fosgate  up  to  that  time.  Had  his  relinquish- 
ment not  been  filed,  Fosgate,  instead  of  acquiring  rights  by  his  settle- 
ment, would  have  been  a  mere  trespasser  upon  the  land. 

The  case  of  Zaspell  v.  Nolan  (13  L.  D.,  148)  is  on  all  fours  with  the 
one  at  bar.  In  that  case  Zaspell  filed  a  relinquislunent  of  his  timber 
culture  entry,  and  at  the  same  time  applied  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  the  land.  Prior  to  tliis,  N"olan  had  made  settlement  on  the  tra<Jt, 
and  was  then  residing  thereon.    The  Department  held  that 

a  timher  culture  entryman  who  files  a  relinquishment  and  thereupon  applies  to  enter 
the  land  under  the  homestead  law,  cannot  therehy  defeat  the  adverse  right  of  a  set- 
tler who  is  residing  upon  said  land  at  the  date  of  the  relinquishment. 

In  the  case  of  Stone  v.  Oowles  (13  L.  D.,  192)  the  same  doctrine  is 
expressed  in  these  words : 

The  right  of  a  settler  who  is  residing  upon  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  anotiier 
attaches  eo  inatanti  on  the  relinquishment  and  canceUation  of  such  entry,  and  ii 
superior  to  that  of  a  homesteader  who  makes  entry  of  the  land  immediately  after  its 
relinquishment. 

In  your  decision  you  distinguished  between  the  case  of  Wiley  v,  Ray- 
mond, aupraj  and  the  case  at  bar.  In  that  case  the  relinquishment  was 
filed,  and  the  application  to  enter  was  made,  not  by  the  original  entry- 
man,  having  previously  existing  rights  in  the  land,  but  by  a  tliird 
party,  who  had  purchased  the  relinquishment,  while  in  the  case  at  bar 
the  former  entryman  made  the  relinquishment,  with  no  intent  or  pur- 
X)ose  to  abandon  the  land,  but  simply  to  change  his  entry  from  timber 
culture  to  homestead.  That  was  precisely  the  situation  in  Zaspell  v. 
Kolan,  supra,  in  which  it  was  held  that  no  such  distinction  existed.  I 
regard  the  case  last  cited  as  decisive  of  the  questions  involved  in  the 
case  before  me,  and  the  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  reversed. 
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PBACTICB— NOTICE  OF  DECISION— RBVIETV-^ITRISDICTION. 

Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Bass  (on  review). 

Notice  of  a  decision  may  l>e  served  either  npon  the  attorney  of  record,  or  the  party 
he  represents,  and  the  time  within  which  a  motion  for  review  mast  be  filed  be- 
gins to  run  from  the  date  that  service  is  first  made. 

In  the  absence  of  a  motion  for  review  the  Department,  through  the  supervisory 
power  conferred  upon  the  Secretary,  has  the  requisite  authority  to  correct  its 
own  mistakes  while  the  subject  matter  is  yet  under  its  jurisdiction. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  April  30y 

1892. 

The  motion  herein  made  was  filed  in  your  office  December  26, 1891, 
by  Messrs.  Curtis  &  Burdett,  attorneys  for  Thomas  J.  Bass,  for  a  re- 
view and  reconsideration  of  departmental  decision,  dated  August  24, 
1891  (13  L.  D.,  201),  in  the  case  of  the  ISTorthern  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany t?.  Thomas  J.  Bass,  involving  the  NB.  J  of  Sec.  13,  T.  127  N.,  E. 
33  W.,  St.  Cloud  land  district^  Minnesota. 

On  January  26, 1892,  the  railroad  company  moved  the  dismissal  of 
said  motion  for  review,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  filed  out  of  time, 
and  in  support  thereof  make  the  following  statement  of  facts,  viz: 

Under  date  of  September  9, 1891)  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  noti- 
fied the  district  officers  of  said  decision. 

By  letter  of  the  register,  dated  January  16,  1892,  and  the  accompanying  return 
registry  receipt  signed  by  Bass  it  is  shown  that  said  Bass  was  duly  notified  of  said 
decision  by  their  letter  of  September  15,  1891,  and  admitted  receipt  thereof  Septem- 
ber 17,  1891. 

Motion  for  review  was  filed  by  Messrs.  Curtis  and  Burdett,  att'ys  for  Bass,  De- 
cember 26,  1891. 

It  is  weU  settled  that  notice  of  decisions  ''  commence  to  run  from  the  date  that 
service  is^lrat  made,  whether  it  be  upon  the  party  himself  or  upon  his  attorney,  either 
local  or  resident  in  Washington."  (Peterson  v.  Fort,  11  L.  D.,  439).  Motions  for 
review  must  be  filed  '  within  thirty  days  of  notice  of  decision.'    (Rule  77.) 

Now  allowing  to  Bass  the  full  ten  days  for  notice  by  mail  and  return,  he  had  forty 
days  from  September  15, 1891,  within  which  to  file  his  motion;  this  time  expired 
October  25, 1891. 

The  motion  was  not  filed  until  two  months  afterwards. 

As  against  this,  counsel  for  Bass  allege  that: 

On  February  3, 1890,  we  duly  entered  our  appearance  in  the  case  as  attorneys  for 
Mr.  Bass. 

On  August  24, 1891,  the  Department  rendered  a  decision  reversing  that  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office. 

On  November  28, 1891,  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  sent  us  an  offi- 
cial notice  of  the  said  decision. 

On  December  26,  1891,  the  motion  foi^eview  was  served  upon  counsel  for  the  rail- 
road company,  and  duly  filed  in  the  Department. 

In  answer  to  the  motion  to  dismiss,  it  is  contended  that  rules  104 
and  105,  of  practice,  are  a  complete  answer.  These  rules  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

Rule  104 :  In  all  cases,  contested  or  ex  parte,  where  the  parties  in  interest  are  rep- 
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resented  by  attorney s^  such  attorneys  wiU  be  recognised  as  folly  oontroUing  the 
of  their  respective  clients. 
Rnle  105:  All  notices  will  be  served  upon  the  attorneys  of  record. 

It  is  further  contended  that: 

As  we  fully  controlled  the  case  of  our  client,  and  the  rules  required  that  notice 
should  be  served  upon  us,  we  relied  upon  the  office  for  official  notification.  We  had  no 
knowledge  whatever,  prior  to  the  Commissioner's  letter  to  ns,  of  22nd  January,  that 
notice  of  the  Secretary's  deciston  had,  in  September  last,  been  served  upon  Mr.  Baas 
himself.  Doubtless  his  failure  to  notify  us  of  the  fact  was  due  to  'a  belief  on  his  part 
that  we  were  giving  his  case  the  attention  it  required.  However  that  may  be,  no  offi- 
cial notice  to  us,  as  required  by  the  rules,  was  given  until  November,  1891. 

In  the  case  of  Peterson  v.  Fort  (supra),  it  was  held 

that  the  time  within  which  the  appeal  must  be  filed  commences  to  ran  from  the 
date  that  service  is  first  made,  whether  it  be  upon  the  party  himself,  or  upon  his  at> 
toruey,  either  local,  or  resident  in  Washington. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  rule  105  of  practice,  on  which  counsel  depends, 
is  merely  directory,  and  not  mandatory,  and  that  service  upon  either 
client  or  attorney  is  sufficient. 

Under  the  rule  thus  laid  down,  the  motion  comes  too  late,  and  must 
be  dismissed. 

By  reason  of  the  motion,  however,  my  attention  is  directed  to  the 
faet  that  a  material  allegation  was  overlooked  in  the  decision  of  August 
24,  1891,  in  this  case — ^viz :  that  the  settlement  alleged  by  Bass,  at  the 
time  of  making  entry  of  this  land,  antedates  the  selection  by  the  rail- 
road company. 

In  the  absence  of  a  motion,  this  Department,  by  reason  of  the  super- 
visory power  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  section  441  of 
the  Kevised  Statutes,  is  clothed  with  authority  to  corjfect  its  own  mis- 
takes while  the  subject  matter  is  yet  under  its  jurisdiction. 

As  held  in  the  case  of  the  Pueblo  of  San  Francisco  (5  L.  D.,  483-494) : 

When  proceedings  affecting  titles  to  lands  are  before  the  Department  the  power  of 
supervision  may  be  exercised  by  the  Secretary  whether  or  not  these  proceedings  are 
called  to  his  attention  by  formal  notice  or  by  appeal.  It  is  sufficient  that  they  are 
brought  to  his  notice.  The  rules  prescribed  are  designed  to  facilitate  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  despatch  of  business,  not  to  defeat  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

This  decision  was  quoted  with  approval  by  the  supreme  court,  in  the 
case  of  Knight  v.  United  States  Loan  Association  (142  U.  8.,  178). 
■    The  fticts  in  this  case,  briefly  stated,  are  as  follows : 

The  tract  involved  is  within  the  forty  mUes,  or  second  indemnity  belt, 
of  the  grant  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and  was  em- 
braced in  a  list  of  selections  filed  in  the  local  office  November  7, 1883. 
This  list  was  rejected,  and  the  company  appealed,  which  appeal  is  still 
pending  undetermined  in  your  office. 

On  June  25, 1881,  Bass  was  permitted  by  the  local  officers  to  make 
homestead  entry  for  the  land,  and,  on  December  14^  1886|  he  made  final 
proof  and  certificate  issued* 
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In  the  required  affidavit,  made  by  Bass  June  23,  -1884,  upon  which 
his  entry  was  allowed,  he  alleges  that  he  is  residing  upon  the  land; 

'  that  I  have  made  a  bona  fide  improyement  and  settlement  thereon ;  that  said  settlement 
was  commenced  June  28, 1880;  that  my  improvements  consist  of  stahle  twelve  by 
sixteen,  five  acres  fenced  and  three  acres  cultiyated,  and  that  the  valne  of  the  same 
is  $50.00. 

In  the  decision  now  under  review,  this  allegation  of  settlement  ante- 
dating the  selection  by  the  company  was  overlooked,  and  it  was  held 
that: 

The  homestead  entry  of  Bass  was  improperly  allowed  while  the  appeal  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  pending  before  yonr  office  from  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers  rejecting  its  list  of  selections;  it  is  accordingly  suspended  until 
the  final  disposition  of  the  company's  appeal. 

If,  npon  the  final  adjustment  of  the  railroad  grant  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  it 
shall  appear  that  said  company  is  entitled  to  said  tract,  the  selection  wiU  be  ap- 
proved and  the  entry  of  Bass  canceled. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  rights  of  the  company  under  its  selection 
are,  under  the  dedsion  now  in  question,  yet  undetermined,  and,  in  view 
of  this  allegation  of  prior  settlement  made  by  Bass  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing entry,  it  becomes  necessary  to  determine  the  true  status  of  the  land 
at  the  date  of  selection,  and  to  this  end  I  have  to  direct  that  a  hearing 
be  ordered  with  notice  to  both  parties,  and  the  former  decision  of  this 
Department,  in  the  matter,  is  hereby  recalled. 


Gbaham  v.  Lansino. 


Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  rendered  December  18, 
1891, 13  L.  D.,  697,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  AprU  30, 1892. 


PBACTICB-ATTOKNBTS'  BRIEF— SCTJBBIIiOTJS  MATTER. 

Nickel  v.  GsAia. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  on  his  own  motion,  will  canseto  be  stricken  from  the 
files  a  brief  that  contains  insinuations  of  corrnption,  or  impertinent  and  scandal- 
ous matter  reflecting  upon  the  integrity  of  officers  of  the  Land  Department. 

Secretary  Ifoble  to  the  Oommisaioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  April 

30,  1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  KB.  J  Sec.  9,  T.  102  K,  E.  62 
W.,  Mitchell,  South  Dakota,  laud  district. 

The  defendant  Susie  Oraig  appealed  from  your  decision  of  March  2, 
1691,  against  her,  assigning  various  grounds  of  error. 

The  attorneys  for  August  Kickel  filed  a  motion  before  you  which  wias 
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transmitted  to  tliis  Department,  to  dismiss  said  ap]>eal  on  the  grounds 
that  the  final  entry  of  Stephen  Kromizzirski,  grantor  of  Nickel,  should 
be  confirmed  under  section  7,  of  the  act  of  Mjirch  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095) ; 
and  because  of  contemptuous  and  offensive  matter  contained  in  the 
brief  filed  by  appellant. 

•  •••••• 

As  to  the  other  branch  of  the  motion,  I  do  not  find  in  the  appeal 
proper  any  language  that  renders  it  objectionable,  hence  I  do  not  think 
the  motion  should  obtain  as  to  the  appeal,  itself,  or  the  specifications  of 
error  attached  thereto.  I  do  not  understand  that,  because  the  brief 
filed  in  a  case  is  ofteusive  to  the  extent  of  rendering  it  unworthy  of  con- 
sideradou,  the  appeal,  as  such,  should  be  dismissed.  The  pix)per  motion 
under  such  circumstances  would  be  to  move  to  have  the  brief  stricken 
from  the  files. 

This,  however,  is  a  matter  which  requires  no  formal  motion  by  oppos- 
ing counsel.  I  take  it  that  where  a  brief  contains  insinuations  of  cor- 
ruption or  impertinent  and  scandalous  matter,  refiecting  on  the  integ- 
rity of  any  of  the  oflBicers  of  the  Department,  it  is  my  duty  not  to  allow 
the  same  to  pass  unchallenged,  but,  on  my  own  motion,  to  cause  the 
same  to  be  stricken  from  the  files.    (Ware  et  aLj  v.  Judson,  9  L.  D.,  130). 

I  should  feel  obliged  to  severely  rebuke  the  defendant  in  this  case  for 
her  scurrilous  attack  upon  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office 
in  her  brief  filed  herein,  did  I  not  believe  that  the  attorney  who  pre- 
pared it  has  in  a  cowardly  manner  pushed  her  forward  and  shielded 
himself  behind  her  signature. 

The  circumstances  surrounding  this  case  are  peculiar  as  well  as  an- 
omalous. In  the  hearing  before  you,  an  ably  prepared  brief  was  filed 
by  an  attorney  of  record  for  the  defendant.  The  appeal  and  specifica- 
tions of  error,  as  well  as  the  brief,  filed  here,  (bound  together  so  as  to 
make  them  one  document),  bear  the  unmistakable  impress  of  having 
been  prepared  by  an  attorney  who  is  familiar  with  the  practice  before 
the  Department. 

It  is  not  argumentative^  does  not  throw  light  upon  the  controversy, 
and  the  fact  that  the  Commissioner  did  not  arrive  at  conclusions  satis- 
factory to  the  defendant  does  not  subject  him  to  base  charges  of  the 
charai^ter  imputed  to  him.  If  he  is  in  error  he  is  entitled  to  respectful 
treatment,  and  the  charge  of  bribery  and  favoritism  lodged  against  him 
is  unprofessional  and  scandalous  to  such  a  degree  that  I  can  not  permit 
it  to  remain  among  the  records  of  the  Department.  It  is,  therefore, 
stricken  trom  the  files. 

Believing  that  sbe  unwittingly  permitted  herself  to  sign  the  obnox- 
ious paper,  and  feeling  charitably  disposed  toward  her,  and  having  no 
disposition  to  deal  otherwise  than  fairly  with  her,  I  will,  therefore,  allow 
her  sixty  days  from  notice  of  this  decision  within  which  to  tile  a  respect- 
tul  brief  upon  the  merits  of  her  claim^  a  copy  of  which  she  shall  serve 
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on  Angnst  Nickel,  the  plaintiff,  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rules 
of  practice,  and  thirty  days  thereafter  will  be  given  him  to  reply.  If 
she  does  not  cx)mply  with  this  order  within  the  time  specified,  the  case 
will  be  taken  np  and  disposed  of.  In  the  meantime  all  further  proceed- 
ings will  be  suspended.  You  will  cause  notice  of  this  order  to  be  served 
upon  Susie  Craig  whose  address  is  given  as  Milton,  Bock  Co.,  Wiscon- 
sin. 


PRB-BMPTIONCONTBST—BESIDKNCK-PRACTICK— AMENDMENT. 

NoE  V.  Tipton. 

Residence  in  good  faith  in  a  house  believed  to  be  upon  the  land  claimed  is  constmct- 
ive  residence  upon  sach  land. 

In  a  proceeding  against  a  final  entry  the  local  office  has  no  authority  to  aUow  an 
amendment  of  the  affidavit  of  contest,  where  the  additional  matter  is  not  related 
to  the  original  charge  but  presents  a  new  ground  of  contest. 

First  Auistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  CommisHoner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  May  2^  1892. 

On  December  1, 1882,  John  W.  Tipton  made  cash  entry  Uo.  2553  for 
the  W.  ^  NE.  4  and  E.  i  NW.  J,  section  6,  T.  11  S.,  E.  64  W.,  at 
Pueblo,  Colorado,  based  upon  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  No. 
5525,  filed  January  20,  1880,  alleging  settlement  January  7,  1880. 

On  November  15,  1887,  Jerry  E.  Noe  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  said  entry,  alleging  ^^  that  the  said  Tipton  never  built  a  house 
upon  or  became  a  resident  of  said  land,  but  knowingly  and  intention- 
ally built  and  resided  upon  adjoining  land  to  the  west  of  his  said  pre- 
emption claim.^ 

A  hearing  was  ordered  for  April  11,  1888,  to  investigate  said  charge, 
when  the  parties  appeared  and  testimony  was  submitted. 

On  February  2, 1889,  the  local  officers  found  that  the  said  contest 
allegations  w^ere  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  that  said  contest  should 
be  dismissed,  and  that  said  entry  should  be  allowed  to  remain  intact 
upon  the  records. 

An  appeal  was  taken,  and  by  your  letter  of  February  26, 1891,  you 
affirmed  their  decision  and  dismissed  the  contest. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  to  this  Department. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  entryman  by  mistake,  built  his  house 
about  two  chains  west  of  the  west  line  of  his  claim.  Uis  continuous 
residence  there  was  not  disputed,  and  his  good  faith  is  manifest.  Such 
an  occupation  has  been  uniformly  held  to  be  a  constructive  residence 
upon  the  land  claimed.  Kendrick  v.  Doyle,  (12  L.  D.  07)  and  cases 
therein  cited. 

On  Ai)ril  12,  1888,  said  Noe  filed  an  amendment  to  his  affidavit  of 
contest  alle^g  as  additional  grounds  of  contest  that  at  the  date  of 
said  Tipton's  entry  ^^  he  was  the  owner  of  three  hundred  and  twenty 
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acres  of  Land  in  the  State  of  Colorado,"  and  that  '^  he  abandoned  a  res- 
idence npon  his  own  land  in  the  State  of  Colorado  to  settle  on  the  land 
embraced  in  his  pre-emption  claim.'' 

This  amendment  was  tendered  by  the  contestant  after  he  had  sub- 
mitted his  testimony  and  had  rested  his  case,  and  daring  the  cross-ex- 
amination of  Tipton.  It  alleges  two  separate  and  additional  grounds 
of  contest,  materially  different  from  that  contained  in  the  original 
afQdavit  of  contest  upon  which  the  contest  was  ordered  by  you,  either 
of  which  would  have  been  sufficient  ground  for  an  independent  contest. 
The  local  officers  refused  to  accept  the  amendment  as  properly  before 
them,  upon  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  and  declined  to  receive  any 
evidence  in  support  thereof.  Their  action  in  this  respect  was  sustained 
and  affirmed  by  you,  upon  the  following  ground: 

The  affidavit  offered  during  the  hearing  of  this  case  was  not  an  amendment  to  the 
original  affidavit  in  any  partioolar  and  the  charges  therein  had  no  relation  whatever 
to  the  charges  in  the  original  affidavit  of  contest,  npon  which  a  hearing  was  ordered 
by  this  office.  This  affidavit  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  new  suit  requiring 
new  notice  as  in  the  case  of  an  original  action  after  said  hearing  had  been  ordered 
by  the  proper  authority.  This  contest  being  against  a  cash  entry  you  had  no  author- 
ity to  order  a  hearing  upon  the  charges  of  the  new  affidavit  until  this  office  acted 
upon  the  same  and  authorized  the  hearing. 

This  decision  by  you  is  assigned  as  one  of  the  errors  for  which  the 
appeal  is  taken.  The  contestant  contends  that  he  had  a  right  to  amend 
his  original  affidavit  of  contest  in  the  manner  prox)osed. 

Your  ruling  seems  to  be  fully  warranted  by  the  Bules  of  Practice. 
Bule  2  provides  that 

In  every  case  of  application  for  a  hearing  an  affidavit  must  be  filed  by  the  contest- 
ant with  the  register  and  receiver  fully  setting  forth  the  facts  which  constitute  the 
grounds  of  contest. 

An  application  which  sets  forth  but  one  of  three  material^  and  inde- 
pendent grounds  of  contest  does  not  comply  with  this  rule.  Rule  8, 
subdivision  6,  requires  that  the  notice  of  contest  must  '<  briefly  state 
the  grounds  and  purpose  of  the  contest."  The  manifest  object  of  this 
rule  is  that  the  party  against  whom  charges  are  made  may  know  what 
the  charges  are  and  may  come  to  the  trial  prepared  to  meet  them.  This 
rule  is  obviously  just,  but  would  be  defeated  if  such  an  amendment  as 
this  could  be  allowed. 

Rule  5  provides  that 

In  case  of  an  entry  or  location  on  which  final  certificate  has  been  issued  the  hear^ 
ing  will  be  ordered  only  by  direction  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gfeneral  Land  Office. 

This  rule  requires  contestants  to  submit  all  substantial  grounds  of 
contest  to  the  Commissioner  for  him  to  decide  whether  any  or  all  of 
them  furnish  proper  grounds  for  ordering  a  hearing  or  not.  It  is  as 
much  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  officers  to  allow  an  amend- 
ment which  contains  subject  matter  which  would  authorize  an  inde- 
pendent contest)  as  it  would  be  for  them  to  order  an  independent  con 
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test  oa  the  same  grounds.    They  have  no  jnrisdiction  over  the  subject 
matter  of  such  an  amendment,  and  can  pass  no  judgment  upon  it* 
They  can  only  accept  it  for  transmission  to  you. 
Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


RAILROAD  GRANT-RELIXQUISHMISXT-STATE  ACT  OF  MARCH  1,  1877. 

St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Oo.  v.  Daneleb. 

The  governor's  relinqaishment,  under  the  State  act  of  March  1, 1877,  for  the  benefit 
of  a  settler  on  a  listed  tract  within  the  primary  limits  of  this  grant,  diyests  the 
company  of  any  title  that  passed  nnder  said  grant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  La/nd  Office,  Ma/g  3j 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minn6ai>olis  and  Manitoba 
Railway  Company  v.  John  Danelke,  involving  the  fraotional  S"W.  J  ^i 
Sec.  35,  T.  131  N.,  B.  39  W.,  St.  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota,  on  ap- 
peal by  the  company  from  your  decision  of  December  6, 1890,  holding 
for  cancellation  its  list  as  to  said  tract. 

This  tract  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  company, 
upon  what  is  known  as  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  of  said  railway,  and 
has  been  listed  on  account  of  the  grant,  but  no  patent  or  certificate  has 
issued  on  account  of  the  grant  embracing  the  land  here  in  question. 

On  June  23, 1880,  the  governor  of  the  State,  acting  under  the  auth(Mr- 
ity  conferred  upon  him  by  the  State  law  of  March  1, 1877,  sx>ecial  laws 
of  Minnesota,  1877,  p.  257),  executed  a  relinquishment  to  the  United 
States  of  all  claim  to  this  tract,  on  account  of  the  grant,  in  &vor  ot 
Danelke,  the  present  claimant. 

The  company  in  its  appeal  urges  that: 

The  State  is  a  naked  trustee,  holding  the  lands  for  the  specific  purposes  expressed 
in  t^e  grantfng  act|  i.  e.,  the  construction  of  the  road,  and  Is  prohibited  by  the  ex- 
press language  of  the  granting  aots  from  applying  them  to  any  other  purpose.  Th« 
attempted  relinquishment  in  Danelke's  favor  is,  therefore,  a  diversion  of  the  tract  in 
qaestion  to  a  purpose  not  contemplated  by  the  granting  aot,  and,  hence,  is  inopsci*- 
tive  and  void. 

The  legislature  of  Minnesota  having  accepted  the  grant  andassumed  the  trust  upon 
the  terms  and  conditions  contained  in  the  granting  acts,  was  powerless,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  ooBsent  of  Congress,  to  authorize  such  a  relinquishment.  The  governor 
of  Minnesota  was  equally  powerless  to  execute,  and  the  land  department  of  the  United 
States  to  accept,  the  relinquishment. 

The  time  for  the  completion  of  this  road,  even  under  tiie  eztenfijCifii 
granted  by  the  act  of  June  22, 1874  (18  Stat,  424),elcpired  March  3, 1876. 
This  time  was  extended  by  the  State  act  of  March  1, 1877  (supra)^  and, 
among  other  conditions  imposed  by  the  act,  the  following  is  taken  from 
the  10th  section: 

TIm  Siulnt  Pa«l  and  Pnoifio  Railroad  Company,  or  any  company  or  corporation 
taking  the  benefits  of  this  act,  shall  not  in  any  maanery  dIxMtiy  or  inditeetly,  aoqtiiM 
14561_V0L  14 2/d 
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or  become  seised  of  any  rights  title,  interest,  claim,  or  demand  in  or  to  aaj  pieoe  or 
parcel  of  land  lying  within  the  granted  or  indemnity  limits  of  said  bianidi  lines  of 
road,  to  which  legal  and  fall  title  has  not  been  perfected  in  said  Saint  Panl  and  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company,  or  their  snccessors  or  assigns,  npon  which  any  person  or  persons 
haye  in  good  faith  settled  and  made  or  acquired  Tslnable  improrements  thereon,  on 
or  before  the  passage  of  this  act,  or  upon  any  of  said  lands  npon  which  has  been  filed 
any  valid  pre-emption  or  homestead  filing  or  entry — not  to  exoeed  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  to  any  one  actual  settler. 

The  entire  road  was  not  completed  until  in  November  1878,  and,  as 
held  (syUabus)  in  the  case  of  said  company  against  Ohadwick  (6  L.  D., 

128): 

The  company  by  accepting  the  terms  fixed  by  the  State  legidatnre,  in  extending 
the  time  for  the  construction  of  the  road,  relinquished  its  claim  to  lands  occupied  by 
actual  settlers  and  authorised  the  governor  of  the  State  to  recouTey  such  lands  to 
the  United  States. 

The  supreme  conrt  in  the  case  of  said  company  against  Oreenalgh 
(139  U.  S.,  19),  referring  to  the  conditions  in  &yor  of  settlers,  imposed 
by  the  acts  of  June  22, 1874  («t(pra),  and  March  1, 1877  {supra) j  states: 

While  in  this  case  no  specific  action  was  taken  by  Congress  to  work  a  forfeiture  of 
the  grant,  or  by  the  State,  yet  the  continued  possession  and  use  of  the  property  by 
the  company  were,  in  fiMst,  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  rights  of  settlers  npon 
the  lands  at  the  time  shoidd  not  be  interfered  with,  where  such  settlements  had  been 
made  in  good  faith,  as  was  the  case  m  the  present  instance.  And  it  would  be  in  the 
highest  degree  inequitable  to  allow  the  company  to  have  all  the  benefits  of  the  ex- 
tension of  time  to  complete  its  road,  so  as  to  avoid  any  forfeiture  of  its  priYileges 
and  franchisee,  without  at  the  same  time  holding  it  to  the  conditions  affecting  the 
rights  of  settlers  uiK>n  the  lands  of  the  company,  in  consideration  of  which  the 
extension  was  made. 

The  company  haying  &iled  to  build  the  road  within  the  required  time, 
in  extending  the  time  the  grantor  might  impose  a  new  condition.  New 
Orleans  Pacific  B'y  Go.  v.  United  States,  124  XJ.  S.,  124. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  by  the  relinqmdiment,  executed  by 
the  goyemor  under  the  act  of  March  1, 1877  {supra)^  the  United  States 
is  re-invested  with  whatever  title  might  have  passed  under  the  act 
maMng  the  grant,  and  I  therefore  sustain  your  decisioni  and  direct  that 
the  listing  by  the  company  be  canceled,  as  to  the  tract  in  question,  and 
such  steps  taken  as  will  protect  Danelke  in  his  rights  under  his  settle- 
ment. 

TOfBlEB  CUXiTirHB  SNTBT— BXCBSSITX  AOBBACM» 

Fbake  Eaton. 

Where  a  timber  cnltoTe  entry  ezoeeds  one  hundred  and  sixty  aom  the  eaoeM  must 

be  paid  for  in  oasb^  or  relinqnlshed. 

First  AssUta/nt  Seeretary  OhwnMer  to  the  OommisUmer  of  ike  Gmsral 

Land  Office^  May  5, 1892. 

The  land  inyolyed  in  this  appeal  is  the  NW.^  of  Seo.  3,  T.  11 8.,  B. 
SI  Wi  Wa-Keeney,  Kansas,  land  district. 
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The  record  shows  that  Frank  Eaton  made  tfanber-ciiltare  entry  of  said 
tracts  containing  182J2$  acres,  iNoyember  29,  1878,  and  offered  final 
proof  April  23,  1891,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  on  the 
ground  that  <<  claimant  refiises  to  ms^e  payment  for  the  excess  of  22.28 
acres,  as  required  by"  your  letter  of  March  26,  1880.  Claimant  ap- 
pealed, and  yon,  by  letter  of  May  9,  1891,  affirmed  their  decision, 
whereupon  he  prosecutes  this  appeal,  claiming  that  you  erred  because 
the  timber-culture  act  permits  an  entryman  to  take  a  quarter-section 
and  does  not  specifically  require  him  to  pay  for  the  excess  over  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

The  rule  is  well  established  that  where  an  entry  of  a  quarter-section 
exceeds  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  the  excess  must  be  paid  for  in 
cash,  or  relinquished.  This  rule  is  so  weU  settled  that  it  seems  to  be 
a  work  of  supererogation  to  discuss  it.  The  entryman  will  be  required 
to  relinquish  one  legal  subdivision  of  the  land,  or  pay  cash  for  the 
excess  over  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres. 

Your  judgment  is  modified  to  this  extent. 


FBACTICB-'MOnON  VOB  BKVUIW. 

Dbakb  bt  al.  v.  Button  (on  Beyibw). 

A  leview  will  not  be  granted  on  the  motion  of  a  stranger  to  the  xeoosd* 

Secretary  IToble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Offioe^  May 

8 J 1892. 

This  motion  is  filed  by  Albert  E.  Bobertson,  praying  for  a  reconsider- 
ation and  review  of  the  decision  of  the  Department  of  January  2, 1892, 
in  the  case  of  E.  P.  Drake  and  E.  W.  Sargent  v.  A.  O.  Button  (14  L. 
D.,  18),  so  far  as  it  affects  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec  34,  T.  93  ST.,  B. 
48  W.,  Des  Moines,  Iowa. 

The  case  sought  to  be  reviewed  came  before  the  Department  upon 
the  application  of  Drake  to  perfect  title  to  certain  lands  purchased  firom 
the  Sioux  Oity  and  St.  Paul  Bailroad  Company,  under  the  4th  section 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556).  Button  claimed  part  of  the 
land  embraced  in  said  application  by  virtue  of  the  homestead  entry, 
and  thereupon  a  hearing  was  ordered  to  determine  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  said  controversy.  It  was  held  that  Drake,  being  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  of  said  lands  from  the  railroad  company  after  the  lands  were 
patented  to  the  State  for  the  benefit  of  said  road,  and  prior  to  Septem- 
ber 12, 1887,  when  they  were  restored  to  the  public  domain,  had  the 
right  to  perfect  title  to  the  same,  and  was  entitled  to  have  patent  issued 
therefor.  The  claim  of  Button  was  not  initiated  until  March  5, 1888, 
when  he  made  homestead  entry  of  part  of  said  tracts. 

Bobertson  alleges  that  he  made  pre-emption  filing  September  12, 1887, 
for  the  E.  i  of  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec.  34,  T.  93  K,  B.  48  W.,  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
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alleging  settlement  April  21, 1887,  and  that  said  land  is  embraced  in  the 
application  of  Drake.  He  was  not  a  party  to  the  record  in  the  case  of 
Drake  et  al.  v.  Button,  bnt,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  decision  is  in  con- 
flict with  his  claim,  he  asks  that  a  rehearing  may  be  granted,  and  that 
he  may  have  the  opportunity  of  showing  the  priority  and  legality  of  his 
claim  and  entry,  and  the  existence  of  such  claim  prior  to  that  of  Drake. 

This  motion  must  bedenied,  for  the  reason  that  Robertson  is  a  stranger 
to  the  record,  and  has  no  right  to  ask  for  a  review  of  said  decision. 
Charles  Hotaling,  3  L.  D.  300.  He  contends  that  the  hearing  was  or- 
dered on  the  application  of  Button,  and  was  intended  only  to  go  to  the 
status  of  the  land  claimed  by  him;  that  he  (Bobertson)  was  not  men- 
tioned in  the  order,  and  no  notice  having  been  given  to  him,  although 
his  filing  was  of  record,  it  is  evident  that  the  Commissioner  did  not 
consider  him  a  party  to  the  case.  If  Robertson  was  not  a  party  to  the 
record,  or  was  not  bound  to  appear  and  defend  his  claim  upon  the  hear- 
ing ordered  on  the  application  of  Button,  he  would  not  be  bound  by  tbe 
decision.  Whether  he  was  bound  to  appear  and  defend  upon  tiiat  hear- 
ing is  not  necessary  to  determine  on  this  motion.  If  he  was  not  bound 
by  the  decision,  he  has  clearly  no  right  to  ask  for  a  review  of  it.  Fur- 
thermore, he  does  not  show  that  there  Was  any  error  in  the  decision  of 
the  Department  in  the  case  of  Drake  et  al.  v.  Button. 

He  states  that  in  promulgating  the  decision  of  the  Department  the 
local  officers  were  directed  to  notify  him  that  he  would  be  allowed  thirty 
days  within  which  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled. 
If  he  can  show  that  no  cause  exists  his  rights  can  be  protected,  without 
reviewing  or  revoking  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Drake  v.  Button. 

The  motion  is  denied. 


PBACTIOB^-APFBAL^-OKLAHOMA  I^AinDS-TOWNfilTB  EETEBT. 

Henkessey  Towitsite, 

An  appeal  will  not  be  entertained  in  the  absenee  of  notice  thereof  to  advene  partiek 
A  homestead  entry^  not  made  in  good  faith  for  a  home  and  for  agricaltoral  pnipoMi^ 
but  made  with  the  intent  to  nse  the  whole  or  a  part. thereof  aa  a  towmite,  is  in* 
valid  in  its  entirety,  and  the  invalidity  can  not  be  limited  to  particnlar  tracti 
embraced  within  said  entry,  either  by  a  subsequent  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the 
land  under  section  21,  act  of  May  2, 1890,  or  by  the  relinquishment  of  the  psrt 
used  for  townsite  purposes. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  O&neral  Land  Offiee^  Mag  4^ 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  townsite  of  Hennessey  involvingtiie 
8W.  i  of  NE.  J,  the  SE.  J  of  the  KW.  i,  the  KE.  i  of  the  S W.  J,  and 
the  NW.  i  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  24,  T.  19  ».,  B.  7  W.,  B3ngfl8her,  Okla- 
homa, on  appeal  by  John  W.  Creech,  ftom  your  decision  of  October  17, 
1891. 
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The  local  oflRcers  report  that  dne  notice  of  yonr  decision  was  served 
on  Creech  and  that  he  was  allowed  ten  days  in  which  to  appeal.  The 
appeal  ;ras  tiled  in  the  local  office  i^Tovember  20, 1891.  The  local  officers 
do  not  state  the  date  the  notice  was  given,  bnt  it  is  assumed  the  appeal 
was  filed  in  time. 

On  December  21, 1891,  T.  G.  (Jutlip,  attorney  for  the  townsite  occu- 
pants, filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  said  appeal  on  the  ground  that  no  no- 
tice of  the  same  had  been  filed  on  the  opposing  party.  The  townsite 
occupants  were  opposing  parties  and  were  entitled  to  notice  of  appeal. 
As  this  was  not  given,  said  apx)eal  must  be  dismissed  under  rules  93 
and  99  of  the  rules  of  practice. 

No  appeal  has  been  taken  from  your  findings  in  relation  to  the  other 
three  forty  acre  tracts,  and  the  same  have  become  final. 

On  account,  however,  of  the  principles  involved,  it  wiU  be  necessary 
to  discuss  the  case  at  some  length,  and  during  the  discussion  reference 
will  necessarily  be  made  to  the  claims  of  the  various  parties. 

The  records  show  that  on  April  23, 1889,  section  24,  T.  19  'S.^  B.  7  W., 
was  covered  by  the  following  homestead  entries,  to  wit: 

John  A.  Blair's  for  the  SB.  J;  Canada  H.  Thompson's  for  the  SW.  Jj 
Jacob  U.  Shade's  for  the  NW.  J;  and  John  W.  Creech's  for  the  NB.  J. 

On  October  23, 1889,  Blair  relinquished  his  entry  for  the  SE.  J  and 
on  the  same  day  John  T.  Baldwin  made  homestead  entry  for  the  same 
tract. 

On  February  21, 1890,  John  P.  Jones,  acting  as  mayor  of  the  townsite 
of  Hennessey,  made  application  to  enter  the  SW.  J  of  the  IfE.  J,  the 
SB.  1  of  the  NW.  J,  the  KB.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  the  NW.  J  of  the  SB.  J 
of  said  section  24,  township  and  range  above  mentioned.  Among  the 
statements  made  in  the  application,  are  the  following, 

That  the  town  of  Hennessey  was  flist  opened  for  settlement  and  occupied  for  pnjr- 
poses  of  trade  and  business  on  Jnne  26, 1889,  under  the  control  and  management  of 
the  Hennessey  Town  Company,  an  organization  formed  for  the  purpose  of  speculating 

in  town  lots  m  Oklahoma Thatsaidcompany,  with  the  consent  of  the 

four  original  homestead  entrymen,  caused  tlie  land  applied  for  as  a  townsite  to  be 
surveyed  into  lots  and  blocks,  that  it  negotiated,  through  its  agent,  sales  and 
leases  of  lots  to  the  amount  of  about  $10,000;  that  on  or  about  January  1, 1890,  the 
citizens  of  the  town  were  informed  that  the  town  company  was  an  illegal  organiza- 
tion and  that  neither  it,  nor  the  homestead  claimants  could  acquire  title  to  the  land 
thus  Burveyed  and  sold;  they  therefore  petitioned  the  mayor  and  town  council  to 
make  the  townsite  application,  and  refosed  to  in  any  way  further  recognize  or  to  be 
eontroUed  by  said  company;  that  Hennessey  is  on  the  line  of  the  Chicago,  Kansas 
and  Nebraska  Kailroad  and  that  parties  connected  with  the  management  of  said 
road  are  also  members  of  said  town  company,  of  which  it  is  believed,  the  original 
homestead  entrymen  are  also  members,  from  the  fact  that  they  have  never  objected 
to  the  survey  and  occupation  of  the  land  for  townsite  purposes,  and  have  themselves 
negotiated  sales  of  lots  in  said  town  to  divers  parties;  that  said  town  has  a  popula- 
tion of  over  two  hundred  and  that  its  business  and  improvements  are  sufficient  to 
warrant  it  in  making  application  for  the  land  sought. 

The  townsite  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  of&cers. 
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Various  affidavits'  of  contest  were  filed  against  the  homestead  entaies 
alleging  that  the  same  were  illegal  and  fraudulent;  that  they  were  made 
for  specnlatiye  purposes  and  that  the  entryman  had  consented  to  the 
use  of  the  land  for  townsite  purposes,  etc 

In  view  of  the  sworn  statements  contained  in  tiie  townsite  application, 
and  the  charges  made  by  the  individual  contestants,  hearings  were  or- 
dered in  each  case  under  instructions  from  your  office,  after  due  notice 
to  all  parties  in  interest. 

On  the  day  of  hearing,  John  T.  Baldwin  appeared  and  relinquished 

his  claim  to  the  !NW.  J  of  the  SE.  ^  of  said  section  24.    Said  forty  acres 

therefore  becomes  subject  to  entry  under  the  townsite  law  of  Oklahoma^ 

and  will  become  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  proper  board  of  town- 
site  trustees. 

After  the  hearing  involving  the  SW.  ^  of  the  KE.  i  of  said  section  24, 
embraced  in  the  homestead  entry  of  John  W.  Creech,  the  local  officers 
found  that  the  charges  preferred  that  said  Creech  made  his  homestead 
entry  for  fraudulent  and  speculative  and  townsite  purposes,  and  that  he 
consented  to  the  sale  of  town  lots,  etc.,  were  true,  and  recommended  that 
his  entry  be  canceled.  You  affirmed  their  action,  and  by  failure  of  appeal, 
in  due  form  said  decision  has  become  finaL  I  will  say,  however,  that  I 
think  the  decision  was  fully  justified  by  the  evidence  submitted.  Said 
tract  of  land  therefore  becomes  subject  to  entry  under  the  townsite  laws 
of  Oklahoma  and  will  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  proper  board 
of  trustees. 

So  far  as  the  remaining  tracts  of  land,  viz.,  the  SE.  i  of  the  ]^W.  ^ 
and  "SB.  i  of  the  S  W.  i  of  said  section  24,  included  in  the  townsite  ap- 
plication, and  which  are  embraced  in  the  homestead  entries  of  Canada 
H.  Thompson  and  Jacob  IT.  Shade,  are  involved,  it  appears  that  on  the 
day  appointed  for  the  hearing,  the  mayor  of  Hennessey,  by  authority 
of  what  purported  to  be  the  city  council,  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
hearing,  which  motion  was  entertained  by  the  local  officers.  Certain 
citizens,  however,  protested  against  this  action  on  the  part  of  the  town 
authorities,  and  a  ftu-ther  hearing  was  ordered  with  notice  to  all  parties. 
At  this  hearing  no  evidence  was  submitted  in  opposition  to  the  home- 
stead entries,  but  Thompson  and  Shade  introduced  evidence  in  support 
of  their  claims. 

From  the  evidence  submitted  it  appears  that  these  entries  were 
legally  made;  the  charges  of  fraud,  illegality,  and  speculation  on  the 
part  of  Thompson  and  Shade  are  not  sustained.  Said  parties  have 
applied  to  purchase  said  tracts  of  land  for  townsite  purposes  under  the 
provisions  of  section  22  of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  at  $10,  per  acre. 
The  local  officers  recommend  that  these  applications  be  granted  and 
you  approve  that  recommendation,  and  your  decision  on  that  point  is 
affirmed,  and  said  applications  wiU  be  duly  considered. 

The  case  might  properly  be  closed  at  this  x)oint,  were  it  not  for  the 
fact,  that  in  your  decision  certain  propositions  are  stated,  which  in  mj 
opinion,  demand  consideration. 
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It  was  held  in  the  Orlando  Townsite  case  (13  L.  D.,  99)^  that  a  duly 
qnalMed  homestead  entryman,  who  was  qualified  to  make  final  home- 
stead entry  and  receive  a  patent  for  his  lands,  might  enter  that  portion 
nsed  for  agricnltnral  purposes  under  the  provisions  of  section  21,  of  ttie 
act  of  May  2, 1890  (26  Stat.,  81),  and  that  portion  used  for  townsite 
purposes  under  the  provisions  of  section  22,  of  the  same  act. 

Thompson  and  Shade  have  each  made  a  cash  entry  for  the  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty  acres  not  used  for  townsite  purposes,  under  section  21 
of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  and  now  apply  to  make  another  cash  entry  for 
forty  acres  under  section  22  of  said  act.    You  say — 

In  other  words,  tlie  cash  entries/  for  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  eaoh,  of 
Shade  and  Thompson,  respectiyely,  as  coippletely  separate  the  tracts  coyered  thereby 
from  the  respectiye  tractd  applied  for  by  them  as  a  part  of  the  townsite  of  Hennessey, 
as  the  aboTe  stated  relinquishment  of  John  W.  Creech  separated  the  one  hundred  and 
twenty  acres  covered  thereby  from  the  forty  acres  still  claimed  by  him  and  which  is  a 
part  of  said  townsite.  The  invalidity,  if  such  it  should  be  finaUy  found  to  be,  of  their 
respective  homestead  entries,  as  the  result  of  using  or  consenting  to  the  use  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  same  for  townsite  purposes,  which  invalidity  would  have  extended  to  the 
whole  of  said  homestead  entries,  has,  by  means  of  said  cash  entries,  been  limited  or 
restricted  to  the  portions  of  the  homestead  entries  applied  for  by  said  entryman  as 
portions  of  the  townsite  of  Hennessey. 

There  certainly  is  nothing  in  the  Orlando  townsite  decision  which  jus- 
tifies, or  in  any  manner  sustains  such  a  conclusion,  and  I  am  unable  to 
see  anything  in  reason  that  will  justify  it. 

It  was  said  in  the  Orlando  case : — 

The  very  foundation  of  a  final  commuted  cash  entry  is  good  fidth.  This  principle 
ia  so  well  established  that  the  statement  requires  neither  the  support  of  an  argument, 
nor  the  citation  of  authorities,, 

and  of  necessity,  in  making  an  entry  of  various  legal  subdivisions,  the 
good  faith  must  extend  to  each  and  every  legal  subdivision. 

An  entry  may  be  valid  for  one  subdivision  and  invalid  for  another; 
this  may  result  from  the  fact  that  one  subdivision  is  not  subject  to  entry, 
or  it  may  result  from  the  fekct  that  the  applicant  is  disqualified  from  en- 
tering one  tract,  as  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  is  entitled  to  make  an 
additional  entry  of  forty  acres,  but  who  makes  an  entry  of  eighty  acres, 
the  entry  is  valid  for  the  one  legal  subdivision  but  invalid  for  the  other. 

Your  proposition  is  substantially  this:  That  a  man  who  is  legally 
quaMed  to  make  a  homestead  entxy  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres, 
can,  by  violating  the  law  under  which  he  made  the  entry,  disqualiiy 
himself  from  perfecting  title  to  said  tract,  but  that  if  the  acts  consti- 
tuting the  disqualification  are  confined  to  a  legal  subdivision,  he  may 
X>erfect  title  to  the  remaining  subdivisions,  or  in  other  words,  you  hold 
that,  admitting  Thompson  and  Shade  had  made  their  entries  for  spec- 
ulative purposes  and  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  townsite  and  had 
used  forty  acres  for  that  purpose,  the  £eu^  that  they  had  been  allowed  to 
perfect  title  to  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  as  agricultural  land  under 
section  21  of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  would  limit  their  disqualifications 
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and  disabilities  to  the  forty  acres  thus  illegally  entered  to  be  nsed  for 
townsite  purposes.  The  result  of  this  contention  of  course,  is  that  the 
cash  entries  for  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres  are  legal,  whatever 
might  be  the  finding  as  to  the  remaining  forty  acres.  You  advance  no 
argument  in  support  of  this  proposition,  and  I  am  unable  to  formulate 
any  in  support  of  the  same. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  can  not  be  admitted  as  a  correct  doctrine 
to  govern  in  the  adjudication  of  cases.  Had  the  charges  against  the 
original  entries  of  Shade  and  Thomi>son  been  sustained,  their  cash 
entries  for  the  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  would  have  been  illegal 

Fpon  the  relinquishment,  by  John  TL  Baldwin,  of  the  BTW.  J  of  the 
S£  ^y  the  land  applied  for  by  the  townsite  occupants,  he  was  allowed 
to  make  cash  entry  for  the  remaining  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres 
embraced  in  his  homestead  entry.    Discussing  said  entry  you  say, — 

It  BOW  remains  for  me,  before  conclading  this  decision,  to  consider  the  charges 
contained  in  the  affidavit  of  contest  filed  by  Norman  R.  Frishkom  against  cash  entry 
No.  15  of  John  T.  Baldwin.  These  charges  consist  first,  of  an  allegation  to  the  effect 
that  the  north-west  quarter  of  the  land  covered  by  Baldwin's  homestead  entry  was 
occupied  as  a  part  of  the  Hennessey  townsite  at  the  date  said  entry  was  noade  of 
record  October  2S,  1889;  second,  that  a  few  days  subsequent  to  makin^^  his  cash 
entry  of  the  remaining  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  he  subdivided  a  portion  thereof 
into  town  lots.  The  fiist  of  these  aUegatioiis  was  virtually  admitted  by  Baldwm  and 
hie  at  the  sane  tinM  cured  the  resulting  invalidity  of  his  homestead  entry  by  relin- 
quishing the  forty  acres  thus  occupied  as  bereinbefore  stated.  The  second  aUega- 
tion,  if  admitted,  could  in  nowise  affect  Baldwin's  cash  entry  No.  15,  unless  accom- 
panied by  the  admission  of  proof  that  it  was  his  intention  to  use  l^e  land  or  some 
portion  thereof  for  townsite  purposes,  at  the  date  of  making  said  cash  entry. 

Frishkorn  has  taken  no  steps  to  set  aside  yonr  jndgment  and  it  is 
presumed  he  has  acquiesced  in  your  action.  But  the  doctrine  an- 
nounced, and  which  seems  to  be  the  mle  of  your  office^  can  not  be 
acquiesced  In  as  correct.  The  validity  of  Baldwin's  cash  entry  tot  the 
one  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  depends  upon  the  validity,  so  far  as  the 
motive  is  concerned,  of  his  original  homestead  entry  for  the  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty  acres.  His  motive  in  making  the  original  entry  and  not 
his  motive  in  making  the  final  cash  entry,  must  control.  If  he  took  the 
original  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  with  the  intention  of  using  a  por- 
tion of  it,  via.,  Ibrty  a<*res  fbr  townsite  purposes,  his  entry  was  illegd 
and  could  not  be  validated  by  a  relinquishment  of  the  said  ibrty  acres; 
and  this  principle  must  c<mtroI  in  the  a<yudication  of  cases.  To  hold 
otherwise  would  be  to  encourage  persons  to  make  illegal  entries,  with 
the  assurance  that  if  detected,  they  might  relinquish  a  portion  of  the 
entry  and  perfect  title  to  the  balance  of  the  land. 

This  doctrine  is  not  intended  in  any  way  to  interfere  with  the  right 
of  a  party  to  relinquish  a  x>ortion  of  his  entry  and  perfect  title  to  the 
balance,  provided  the  entire  original  entry  was  made  in  good  faith;  the 
good  faith  of  the  eutryman  in  making  the  original  entry,  is  the  test  by 
which  the  subsequent  entry  or  entries  must  be  judged,  and  upon  whick 
they  must  stand  or  fall. 
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The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned,  and  you  will  instruct 
the  proper,  board  of  townsite  trustees  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to 
perfect  title  to  that  portion  of  land  subject  to  townsite  entry. 


SOIiD£EB»S  ADDITIONAL  HOMESTEAD-SECTION  7,  ACT  OF  MABCH  8, 

1801. 

United  States  v.  Coonst. 

The  confirmatoiy  proyisions  of  the  body  of  section  7,  act  of  March  3, 1891,  extend  to  a 
soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  based  npon  service  in  the  Missouri  Home 
Onards. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  May  4y  169^. 

I  ha^e  considered  the  motion  of  John  Bratt,  transferee,  in  the  case  of 
the  United  States  v.  Samuel  C.  Goonsy,  asking  to  have  said  case  dis- 
posed of  nnder  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095). 

The  record  shows  that  Coonsy  made  additional  soldier's  homestead 
entry  on  September  6, 1886,  for  the  tract  in  question,  to  wit :  N  J  of 
NE  J  of  Sec  34,  T.  17  BT.,  E.  36  W.,  North  Platte  land  office,  Nebraska, 
and  paid  for  the  land  and  received  final  certificate  "So.  1144  therefor. 
On  the  same  day  he  sold  and  conveyed  the  tract  to  Theodore  F.  Barnes, 
who  in  turn  sold  and  conveyed  it  together  with  other  lands  to  John 
Bratt. 

On  December  8, 1888,  said  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  ^<  as  illegal, 
being  based  upon  service  performed  in  the  Missouri  Home  Ouards,  the 
members  of  which  organization  are  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  sec- 
tion 2306  Bevised  Statutes  United  States." 

An  appeal  was  taken  from  said  order  to  this  Department,  and  was 
pending  here  on  March  3, 1891,  when  the  act  above  cited  was  approved. 
John  Bratt,  claiming  to  be  transferee  and  present  owner  of  the  tract, 
has  filed  this  motion. 

It  appears  from  the  above  statement  of  facts  that  the  entry  in  ques- 
tion was  made  on  September  6, 1886,  and  that  the  tract  was  sold  after 
said  final  entry  and  prior  to  March  1, 1888.  "So  fraud  has  been  found 
against  the  purchaser.  These  facts  show,  prima  fade^  that  the  case  has 
all  the  elements  required  to  bring  it  within  the  provisions  of  section  7 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

You  are  therelore  directed  to  call  on  the  transferee  to  furnish  proof 
as  required  by  the  letter  of  instructions  to  chiefs  of  divisions,  dated 
May  8,  1891  (12  L.  D.,  460).  After  receiving  this  proof,  you  will  ad- 
judicate the  case  in  the  light  of  the  act  and  instructions  above  cited. 
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John  M.  Kettles. 

As  order  for  the  warrcj^  and  public  offering  of  land  as  an  iaolafted  iraety  prveliidea 
the  allowance  of  m  pre-emption  filing  theTefor,  tendered  >y  tlie  i^plieaDt  fiv 
surrey,  and  baaed  npon  an  alleged  prior  settlement  right. 

First  Asiistant  Beeretairy  Chandler  to  ike  Commissioner  of  ike  General 

Land  Offiecj  Ma/y  4y  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  July  9^  1891  transmitting  the  appeal 
of  Jolin  M.  Nettles  from  yonr  decision  of  December  12, 1890  rejecting 
his  application  to  file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  lot  3,  Sea 
3,  T.  37  S.,  B.  41  E.,  Gainesville,  Florida,  land  district. 

It  appears  from  the  record  and  the  affidavits  of  the  applicant,  that 
he  went  upon  this  land  in  October,  1889,  cleared  a  few  acres  and  planted 
them  to  bananas.  The  land  is  an  island  in  Indian  Biver  in  said  section 
3,  and  contains  about  forty  acres.  In  April,  1890,  he  applied  to  have 
the  island  surveyed,  and  on  May  8, 1890,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
on  examination  of  the  case,  fonnd  tiiat  tiiis  island  was  about  two  and 
one  half  feet  above  high  water  mark;  that  it  contained  about  forty 
acres  and  was  fit  for  agricultural  purposes;  that  there  were  about  five 
hundred  banana  plants  on  it,  and  a  house  fourteen  by  sixteen  feet, 
value  about  three  hundred  dollars,  made  by  l^etties,  and  that  notice 
had  been  given  the  owners  of  the  main  land  opi>osite  the  island  of  said 
application  for  survey.  Thereupon,  you  were  directed  to  contract  for 
a  survey  of  the  island,  and  it  was  directed  in  said  letter  (Vol.  91,  p. 
125,  L.  and  S.)  ^^  That  when  said  island  has  been  surveyed  it  shall  be 
offered  at  pubUc  sale  as  an  isolated  tract  under  section  2455  of  the  revised 
statutes." 

I  do  not  find  in  the  papers  before  me  any  reason  for  recalling  that 
letter,  or  revoking  the  order  therein  made.  The  applicant  went  upon 
the  Island,  taking  the  risk  of  the  owners  of  the  main  land  claiming  it. 
He  asked  to  have  it  surveyed  as  an  isolated  parcel  of  land.  He  now 
says  substantially  that  it  is  of  such  value  that  he  is.unable  to  pay  for 
it  what  others  are  willing  to  pay  because,  inferably,  of  its  great  value. 
Kone  of  these  reasons  will  warrant  the  Department  in  revoking  its 
former  order.  This  case  is  similar  to  that  of  Luther  K.  Madison  (12  L 
D.,  397),  and  under  the  rule  there  laid  down  Netties^  application  was 
properly  rejected.    Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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PKB-XMPnOK  ITLEN^G— MAREtTEB  WOMAN. 

BBOWN  V.  XTeyille. 

A  married  woman,  living  apart  from  her  hueband  nnder  a  yolmitary  agreement  of 
separation^  is  not  qualified  to  file  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statcnnent. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  ihe  General 

Land  Office^  May  4j  1892. 

The  land  inyolved  in  the  controversy  between  the  parties  to  this  pro- 
ceding,  is  the  KE.  I  of  Beo.  3,  T.  24  S.,  B.  9  W.,  Las  Graces  land  dis- 
trict, New  Mexico. 

Brown  iiled  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  this  tract  on 
the  9th  of  August,  1887.  On  the  24th  of  that  month  Mrs.  l^eville  filed 
her  declaratory  statement  for  the  same  tract,  alleging  settlement  on 
the  17  th  of  October,  1886.  A  few  days  after  his  filing  Brown  under- 
took to  take  possession  of  the  land,  and  erect  a  house  thereon.  Thi^  he 
was  prevented  from  doing  by  Mrs.  Keville.  He  alleges  that  she  threat- 
ened him  with  bodily  injury,  and  with  death.  ]^ot  wishing  to  encoun- 
ter either,  he  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  that  Mrs.  Keville  was 
not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  at  the  date  of  her  filing,- for  the  reason  that 
she  was  a  married  woman,  and  that  she  had  previously  exhausted  her 
pre-emption  rights. 

A  hearing  was  thereupon  ordered,  which  took  place  at  the  local  office 
on  the  17th  of  January,  1888,  at  which  both  parties  submitted  evidence. 
This  was  followed  by  a  decision  by  the  register  and  receiver,  on  the  17th 
of  March,  1888,  in  which  they  recommended  the  cancellation  of  the 
pre-emption  declaratory*  statement  of  Mrs.  KeviUe.  This  decision  not 
being  satisfactory  to  her,  she  filed  a  motion  for  rehearing,  which  was 
overruled,  and  on  the  18th  of  April,  1888,  she  filed  an  appeal,  speciiying 
all  the  findings  of  the  local  officers  as  errors,  and  again  asking  for  a 
rehearing.  There  was  no  evidence  of  service  of  this  appeal  upon  the 
opposite  party,  and  in  your  decision  of  the  whole  case,  made  on  the  25th 
of  September,  1890,  you  dismissed  the  same. 

While  her  appeal  was  pending  before  you,  she  appUed  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  the  land.  This  application  was  made  on  the  11th  of 
January,  1890,  and  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers,  for  the  reason  that 
the  land  was  covered  by  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entries.  She 
appealed  froih  such  decision  and  in  yonr  decision  of  September  25, 
1890,  yon  sustained  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  her 
homestead  application.  An  appeal  from  your  decision,  brings  the  case 
before  me  for  consideration. 

The  appeal  consists  of  nine  statements  of  fftct  which  she  asserts  her 
ability  to  prove,  and  concludes  with  the  assertion  that  your  decision  is 
contrary  to  the  law  and  the  evidence.  It  does  not  conform  to  the  rules 
of  practice  of  the  Department,  but  I  have  nevertheless  examined  the 
record  in  the  case,  and  have  concluded  to  decide  it  upon  its  merits. 
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The  record  contains  certain  affidavits  by  different  parties,  ana  letters, 
or  statements  in  writing,  by  the  register  of  the  land  office  at  Concordia, 
Kansas.  AU  of  these  bear  date  subsequent  to  the  hearing  before  the 
local  officers  at  Las  Cruces,  and  can  not  therefore  properly  constitute 
the  basis  for  a  decision  in  the  case. 

The  declaratory  statement  of  Brown  was  canceled  by  relinquishment 
on  the  28th  of  August,  1888,  and  the  appeal  of  Neville  from  the  decision 
of  the  local  officers  recommending  the  cancellation  of  her  pre-emption 
filing,  having  been  dismissed  by  you,  upon  the  authority  of  Bundy  r. 
Fremont  Town  Site  (10  L.  D.,  59"*),  the  only  question  before  me  is  as  to 
her  right  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land  on  the  11th  of  January, 
1890,  which  depends  upon  her  right  as  a  pre-emptor  when  she  filed  for 
the  same,  in  August,  1887. 

From  the  record  it  appears  that  she  occupied  the  land  from  the  time 
she  made  settlement  thereon,  in  October,  1886,  up  to  the  time  that  she 
sought  to  make  homestead  entry  therefor,  and  certain  soldiers'  additional 
homestead  entries,  made  for  the  land  between  those  dates,  would  be 
held  subject  to  any  rights  which  her  pre-emption  filing  conferred  upon 
her. 

The  fact  was  both  established  by  the  evidence,  and  admitted  by  the 
defendant,  that  she  was  married  to  James  Neville,  at  Silver  City,  !New 
Mexico,  on  the  20th  of  October,  1886.  She  also  testified  that  her  hus- 
band was  stiU  living,  although  they  were  not  living  together,  they 
having  voluntarily  agreed  to  live  separate  and  apart.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  at  the  time  she  made  her  pre-^nption  filing,  she  was  not  a 
widow,  or  a  single  x>erson.  As  to  age  and  citizenship  she  was  within 
the  rule,  but  was  she  the  head  of  a  family!  If  not,  she  was  not  a 
qualified  pre-emptor  when  she  filed  her  declaratory  statement.  If  her 
filing  gave  her  no  rights  to  the  land,  it  is  free  fix)m  aJl  claims  after  the 
cancellation  of  the  declaratory  statement  of  Brown,  and  her  appUcation 
to  make  homestead  entry  therefor,  subsequent  to  the  soldiers'  ad- 
ditional homestead  entries,  was  properly  rejected  by  the  local  ofSoeis, 
and  their  action  was  properly  approved  by  you. 

In  Giblin  v.  Moeller's  Heks  (6  L.  D.,  296),  it  waa  held  that  "proof  of 
temporary  absences  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  and  of  non-cohabitation 
for  a  year,  would  not  warrant  the  allowance  of  a  timber  culture  entry 
to  a  married  woman,  claiming  the  right  as  a  deserted  wife  and  head  of 
a  family."  In  WiUard  v.  Hashman  (13  L.  D.,  679),  it  was  laid  down  as 
a  correct  legal  proposition,  that  where  the  husband  is  of  sound  mind, 
not  convicted  of  crime,  nor  restrained  of  his  liberty,  the  law  recognizes 
him  as  the  head  of  the  family.  To  emphasize  that  proposition  in  that 
case,  it  was  added  that  should  the  wife  voluntarily  leave  the  home  of 
the  husband,  and  establish  for  herself  a  home  elsewhere,  she  would  not 
become  the  head  of  the  family,  even  though  she  took  their  children 
with  her. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  proof  is  that  the  separation  between  Mrs. 
Neville  and  her  husband  was  a  voluntary  one.    There  is  no  suggestion 
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of  desertion  on  his  part,  except  her  testimony  tliat  lie  did  not  support 
her  after  their  agreement  to  live  apart  from  each  other.  Neither  is 
there  any  evidence  as  to  how  long  such  separation  was  to  continue. 
She  is  therefore  not  brought  within  the  rule  which  allows  a  deserted 
wife  to  make  filing  or  entry  for  public  land,  and  the  doctrine  laid  down 
in  Willard  v.  Hashman  must  be  applied  to  the  case.  The  result  is, 
that  she  was  not  a  qualified  pre-emptor  when  she  Jiled  her  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement,  and  she  acquired  no  right  to  the  land  by  such 
filing. 

After  the  cancellation  of  Brown's  filing  the  land  was  firee  from  all 
legal  claim,  and  the  applications  to  make  soldiers' additional  homestead 
entry  therefor  were  proi)erly  allowed,  and  her  subsequent  homestead 
application  was  properly  rejected.  The  decision  appealed  from  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 


privatib  bnt&t-koxr-minsbax  affidatft-patbixnt. 

Mendenhall  v.  Howell  et  al. 

An  application  to  make  priyate  entry  shoald  not  be  aeoepted,  and  held,  with  time 
allowed  for  the  applicant  to  examine  tiie  lasd  and  file  the  reqniflttenon'mfneral 
affidavit,  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  isterveniBg  advene  claim  aneh  aetion  dow 
not  defeat  the  right  of  entry. 

The  non-mineral  affidavit  may  be  made  by  the  attorney  of  the  appUoant. 

The  receiver  may  properly  accept  as  payment  a  deposit  of  money  in  a  goyenuneni 
depoaitiary,  where  a  large  amount  is  involved. 

First  Assigtant  S&sretmry  Okemdler  to  ^  0ammi9Han4r  (ffthe  Oeneral 

Land  Offlcej  Ma/y  4, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  W.  J.  Mendenhall  v.  W.  A.  Howell  and 
Walter  D,  Jacoway,  oh  appeal  from  your  decision  of  January  12, 1891, 
involving  the  validity  of  cash  entries  for  the  B.  J  of  the  SB.  J  and  MT.  J 
of  Sec.  %  S.  ^  of  NB.  I  and  S.  },  Sec.  10,  and  K.  i  of  SB.  ^  and  TS.  ^y 
Sec.  14,  T.  4  ^.,  B.  21  W.,  Dardanelle  land  district,  Arkansas. 

April  29, 1887,  Jacoway  filed  application  for  a  large  tract  of  land  in- 
cluding the  above  described  tracts  in  controversy,  but  as  the  applicant 
did  not  have  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  land  to  execute  the  non-mineral 
affidavits  for  the  same,  the  local  officers  accepted  and  held  the  applica- 
tions allowing  the  party  ten  days  to  examine  the  land,  make  the  re- 
quired non-mineral  affidavits  and  perfect  his  entries.  It  appears  tiiat 
on  May  9, 1887,  W.  A.  Howell  filed  in  the  local  office  an  application  to 
make  cash  entry  for  the  B.  ^  of  SB.  |,  and  N.  j^,  S^.  6,  town  and  range 
as  above,  which  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  ten  days  had  expired,  the 
register  allowed.  William  D.  Jacoway,  father  of  and  attorney  lor  the 
defendant,  proceeded  to  and  examined  the  land,  and  on  the  morning 
of  May  13, 1887,  the  defendant  filed  the  non-mineral  affidavits  required, 
made  by  his  &ther,  at  the  same  time  on  account  of  the  large  purchase 
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amoanting  to  abont  $30,000  an  arrangement  was  made  that  the  money 
be  paid  into  the  First  National  Bank  of  Little  Bock,  Arkansas,  a  gov- 
ernment depositary,  to  the  credit  of  the  receiver. 

On  May  14, 1887,  duplicate  receipts  were  issued  to  Walter  D.  Jaco- 
way  who  made  endorsement  thereon  in  favor  of  one  Logan  H.  Boots, 
and  left  them  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  for  delivery  to  Boots.  On 
the  following  day  th'e  receiver,  to  assure  himself  that  the  money  had 
been  properly  deposited,  visited  Little  Bock  and  after  ascertaining  that 
the  proper  amounts  had  been  deposited  in  said  bank  by  Boots,  as  also 
said  Howell,  he  delivered  to  them  the  duplicate  receipts. 

On  May  14, 1887,  W.  J.  Mendenhall,  the  contestant,  made  application 
to  enter  the  lands  in  question,  which  was  rejected  on  the  21st  of  the 
same  month  by  the  local  officers,  on  the  ground  that  the  lands  were 
already  embraced  in  the  entries  of  Howell  and  Jacoway,  whereupon  the 
contestant  appealed  and  at  the  same  time  forwarded  to  you  a  i>etition 
asking  for  a  hearing  alleging  that  he  was  the  first  legal  applicant  for 
the  land,  that  the  receiver  was  a  relative  of  one  of  the  defendants,  and 
was  allowed  to  file  non-mineral  affidavits,  executed  by  his  attorney  and 
that  the  receiver  issued  final  receipts  to  Jacoway  and  HoweO,  without 
receiving  the  money  in  pa3rment. 

Under  date  of  June  30, 1888,  you  directed  that  a  hearing  be  allowed 
with  due  notice  to  all  parties  and  in  view  of  the  charge  of  fi^voritism 
shown  on  account  of  the  relationship  of  the  receiver  to  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, tiiat  the- testimony  be  taken  before  some  qualified  officer  not 
connected  with  the  local  office. 

John  B.  Orownover,  a  notary  public  in  Dardanelle  was  designated  to 
take  the  testimony,  and  afber  several  postponements,  all  parties  con- 
senting thereto,  the  hearing  was  concluded  January  19, 1889,  and  on 
the  24th  of  the  same  month,  the  local  officers  decided  adversdy  to  the 
contestant  and  so  advised  all  parties  in  interest.  Contestant  appealed 
and  under  date  of  January  12, 1891,  you  affirmed  the  decision  below. 
Gontestant  again  appeals,  and  alleges  error  in  holding  that  the  local 
officers  were  justified  in  allowing  applicant  Jacoway  ten  days  flx>m  date 
of  filing  to  complete  entry;  2d,  That  non-mineral  affidavit  could  be 
made  by  any  person  other  thantheapplicant;  Sd,  Thatmoneydeposited 
in  a  bank  used  as  a  United  States  depositary  is  a  sufficient  tender  of 
money  in  pa3rment  of  government  lands;  4th,  That  you^  after  deciding 
that  the  local  officers  had  no  authority  to  allow  ten  days,  etc,  still 
allowed  the  rule  to  stand  in  this  case. 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  the  defendant  Jacoway  made  ap- 
plication for  these  lands  April  29, 1887;  that  not  being  prepared  to 
make  the  non-ndneral  affidavit,  he  was  allowed  ten  days  to  examine  the 
land,  fhmish  the  necessary  affidavit  and  complete  the  entries.  Although 
I  do  not  think  that  such  a  practice  should  be  established  by  the  local 
officers,  yet  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  non-mineral  affidavits 
were  filed  and  the  entries  completed  before  the  Mendenhall  applicatioii 
was  made.    The  only  objection  I  can  see  to  the  ten  days'  rule  adopted 
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by  the  local  officers,  is  that  during  that  period  it  withheld  the  land  from 
entiy  by  other  legal  applicants,  which  is  an  nn&ir  advantage,  bnt  in 
the  case  nnder  consideration,  MendenhaD  did  not  make  his  application 
mitil  several  days  after  the  ten  days  limit  had  expired,  therefore  he  was 
in  nowise  harmed  by  the  mle;  fiirthermore,  it  does  not  api>ear  that  the 
local  officers  gave  to  Jacoway  any  nndue  preference  ontside  of  the  mle 
referred  to,  as  on  May  9, 1887,  after  the  ten  days  had  expired  and  prior 
to  the  completion  of  the  Jacoway  entries,  W.  A.  Howell  made  a  cash 
application  for  a  portion  of  the  land  in  question  which  was  promptly 
aUowed. 

In  relation  to  the  question  of  depositing  the  money  in  a  bank  instead 
of  paying  the  same  direct  to  the  receiver,  I  am  satisfied  that  under  the 
drcamstances  and  in  view  of  the  large  amount  involved  ($80,000),  the 
course  of  the  receiver  was  emin^itly  a  proper  one  to  pursue,  espedally 
when  we  take  into  consideration  that  the  bank  in  question  was  a  gov- 
ernment depositary;  furthermore,  it  is  shown  that  the  receiver  did  not 
tarn  over  the  duplicatereceiptsforsaid  entries  until  he  had  been  assured 
that  the  money  in  question  had  been  properly  deposited  subject  to  his 

order. 

Segarding  the  2d  specification  of  error,  Jacoway,  the  applicant,  ap- 
pears to  have  been  ignorant  of  the  lines  of  survey  and  it  would  have 
been  somewhat  difficult  for  him  to  have  informed  himself  thereoi^  hence 
under  these  circumstances,  I  know  of  no  reason  why  the  non-mineral 
affidavit  should  not  be  furnished  by  his  father,  who  was  also  his  attor- 
ney in  the  case  and  as  it  appears  was  well  acquainted  with  the  lands  in 
eontroversy. 

Again  as  these  lands  wereopen  to  private  entry  by  any  qualified  per- 
son and  there  is  no  restriction  in  law  as  to  quantity  or  evidence  required 
as  to  what  use  the  purchaser  intends  to  make  of  tiie  lands,  I  see  noth- 
ing wrong  in  the  £EkGt  that  Jacoway  purchased  these  lands  for  the  use 
and  benefilt  of  Logan  EL  Boots,  who  if  he  had  so  desired,  oould  have 
made  the  entries  himself.  I  fidl  to  find  anything  in  the  record  of  this 
case  that  sustains  even  a  suspicion  against  the  official  integrity  of  the 
receiver,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  both  officers  have  conducted  the  trans- 
action with  a  spirit  of  fairness  towards  all  concerned* 

With  this  view  of  the  case  your  decision  is  affirmed* 

8IOT7X  INDIAN  LANDS— ALLOTMJENT. 

INSTBUCTIONS. 

Where  seleottons  have  been  leceiYed  in  the  loeal  office  under  the  pnyrlslons  of  Mo- 
tion 13,  act  of  Marok  2, 1889,  «nd  there  are  no  prior  valid  daime  thereto,  the 
lands  shonld  be  dnly  allotted,  and  in  the  oTont  of  the  aUottees  death,  prior  to 
the  approval  of  the  allotment,  patent  should  issne  thereon  in  aooordanoe  with 
section  8  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Ifoble  to  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs^  May  5, 189S. 

I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  15th  ultimo,  in 
which  you  request  to  he  advised  as  to  whether  allotments  should  be' 
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made  to  Indians  of  the  Sioux  Nation  who  had  died  since  complying  with 
ttie  provisions  of  the  13th  section  of  the  Sioux  act  of  March  2, 1889 
(25  Statb,  888);  as  to  election  and  filing  their  applications  in  the  local 
land  office. 

In  response  thereto,  I  transmit  herewith  copy  of  an  opinion  of  28th 
ultimo  from  the  Honorable  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior^  wherein  it  is  held  ^^  that  where  selections  of  land 
have  been  received  in  the  local  land  office  under  the  provisions  of  said 
section  thirteen  of  the  act  of  1889,  and  there  is  no  prior  valid  claims 
thereto,  the  same  should  be  duly  allotted  and  in  case  of  the  deatii  of 
the  allottees  prior  to  such  approval  patents  should  issue  as  required  in 
section  eight.'' 

Ooncurring  in  the  views  of  the  Hon.  Assistant  Attorney  Qeneral,  I 
have  to  direct  that  the  same  be  canied  into  effect  by  apjnropriate  ac- 
tion. 

opnnoH. 
Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Shields  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior ^  Afril 

I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt,  by  reference  from  the 
Hon.  Acting  Secretary  Chandler  of  the  18th  instant,  of  a  communica- 
tion from  the  Acting  Commissioner  of  Indian  AfEairs  relative  to  allot- 
ments upon  the  Sioux  Indian  reservation  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 13  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  2, 1889  (25  Stat.,  888, 
892). 

In  said  communication  it  is  stated  that  certain  Indians  of  the  Sioux 
UTation  reoorded  thdr  elections  with  the  United  States  Indian  agent  of 
the  proper  agency  to  take  allotments  within  the  ceded  Territoiy  and  ap- 
plied to  have  certain  tracts  of  land  allotted  under  said  act;  that  said 
Implications  were  filed  in  the  proper  local  land  office,  and  the  register 
thereof  duly  certified  that  said  lands  were  free  from  any  prior  adverse 
rights  or  claims;  that  on  March  22, 1892,  the  special  allotting  agent  ad- 
vised the  Indian  Office  that  two  of  said  applicants  had  died  since  com- 
plying with  the  provisions  of  said  act  and  the  parents  of  said  children 
demanded  that  said  allotments  should  be  made  for  their  use  and  ben- 
efit. 

The  attention  of  the  Department  is  called  to  its  communication,  dated 
August  21, 1889,  relative  to  the  general  allotment  act  of  February  8^ 
1887,  (24  Stat.  388)  in  which  the  opinio)!  was  expressed  that  said  act  did 
not  intend  that  allotments  should  be  made  to  members  of  any  class 
<^not  in  being  at  the  time  the  allotments  are  actually  made,"  and  the 
Acting  Commissioner  requests  ^'  to  be  advised  as  to  whether  deceased 
Indians  of  tiie  Sioux  Nation  who  belonged  to  the  dass  herein  referred 
to  should  have  allotments  made  to  them  upon  the  ceded  lands  of  the 
Sioux  Beservation." 
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By  said  referenoe  my  opinion  is  asked  '^  on  the  matter  herein  pre- 
sented." 

The  first  section  of  said  act  of  1887,  provides  among  other  things  that 
<^To  each  other  single  person  under  eighteen  years  now  living  or  who 
may  be  bom  prior  to  the  date  of  the  order  of  the  President  directing  an 
aUotment  of  the  lands  embraced  in  any  reservation  one  sixteenth  of  a 
section."  This  provision  is  carried  into  section  eight  of  said  act  of 
1889,  totidem  verbis. 

Section  11  of  said  Sioux  act  of  1889,  provides  {inter  alia)^ 

That  apon  the  approval  of  the  aUotments  provided  for  in  this  act  by  the  Seoretary 
of  the  Interior^  he  shall  canse  patents  to  issue  therefor  in  the  name  of  the  allottees, 
which  patents  shall  be  of  the  legal  effect,  and  declare  that  the  United  States  does 
and  will  hold  the  lands  thus  allotted  for  the  period  of  twenty-five  years,  in  trostfor 
the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  Indian  to  whom  such  allotment  shall  have  been  made, 
or,  in  case  of  his  decease,  of  his  heirs  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  or  Territory 
where  each  land  is  located,  and  that  at  the  expiration  of  said  period  the  United 
States  will  convey  the  same  by  patent  to  said  Indian,  or  his  heirs,  as  aforesaid,  in 
fee,  discharged  of  said  trust  and  firee  of  all  charge  or  incumbrance  whatsoever,  and 
patents  shaU  issue  accordingly. 

By  Section  13  of  the  same  act  it  is  declared, 

That  any  Indian  receiving  and  entitled  to  rations  and  annuities  at  either  of  the 
agencies  mentioned  in  this  act  at  the  time  the  same  shaU  take  effect,  but  residing 
upon  any  portion  of  said  Great  Reservation  not  included  in  either  of  the  separate 
reservations  herein  established,  may,  at  his  option,  within  one  year  from  the  time 
when  this  act  shall  take  effect,  and  within  one  year  after  he  has  been  notified  of  his 
said  right  of  option  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  direct  by 
recording  his  election  with  the  proper  agent  at  the  agency  to  which  he  belongs,  have 
the  aUotment  to  which  he  would  be  otherwise  entitled  on  one  of  said  separate  reserva- 
tions upon  the  land  where  such  Indian  may  then  reside,  such  allotments  in  all  other 
respects  to  conform  to  the  allotments  hereinbefore  provided. 

In  the  case  presented  it  appears  that  the  Indians  made  their  appli* 
cations  as  required  by  law,  which  were  received  by  the  local  officers 
who  certified  that  there  were  no  valid  prior  riglits  thereto.  The  Indians 
had  done  all  that  was  required  of  them,  and  the  fact  of  their  decease 
after  the  acceptance  of  their  selections  cannot,  in  my  judgment  militate 
against  the  right  of  their  heirs  to  the  laud  selects  by  them.  Besides 
said  section  eleven  expressly  provides  for  the  issuance  of  patent  upon 
an  allotment  where  the  allottee  has  died  after  the  allotment  and  prior  to 
the  issue  of  patent  thereon.  The  trust  patent  is  for  ^Hhe  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  the  Indian  to  whom  such  allotment  shall  have  been  mcide,  or 
in  case  of  his  decease,  of  his  heirs,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  tnsit 
a  patent  is  to  be  issued  <^  to  said  Indian  or  his  heirs  as  aforesaid  in 
fee." 

'Sot  is  this  view  in  conflict  with  the  departmental  decision  referred 
to  relative  to  allotments  under  the  act  of  1887.  In  that  case,  there  had 
been  no  selections  made,  and  no  applications  filed  in  the  local  oifice  as 
required  by  law,  and  the  Acting  Gommissioner  in  his  letter  of  August 
20, 1889,  says  <^  Heads  of  families  and  single  persons  over  18  are  re- 
14561— VOL.  14 30 
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quired  to  select  for  thonselves,  and  to  do  this  must  be  aliye.  ITo 
piOYisioii  is  made  for  the  selections  of  persons  not  aliye,  and  I  see 
nothing  in  the  act  which  contemplates  soch  selections.'  In  the  case 
ixresented,  the  selections  have  been  made,  and  it  only  remains  for  tiie 
Department  to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  thoae  anthoriced  to  make  the 
same  to  secure  to  the  heirs  of  the  applicants  the  nse  of  the  hmds  so 
selected. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  and  so  advise  yon,  that  where  selections  of 
land  have  been  recdved  in  the  local  land  office  under  the  provisions  of 
said  section  thirteen  of  the  act  of  1889,  and  there  are  no  prior  valid 
claims  thereto,  the  same  should  be  dnly  aUotted,  and  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  allottees  prior  to  soch  approval^  patents  should  issoe  as 
required  in  said  section  eight. 


TIMB3BB  CUi;nTRB  ENTBT— PHEUMnf  ABT  AniBATIT* 

WADB  V.  SWBENBT. 

Tlie  preliminsiy  sffidsyit  msde  by  a  ttmber  onltoze  entiyiiUHi  miisl  be  eoceeated  be* 
foore  an  oifioer  wifhin  the  cUatrict  where  the  bmd  ia  ^tasted,  and  an  entiy  daiSMh 
tiTe  in  thia  particular  maat  be  cawioeJecl  if  attacked  for  that  reason. 

FirH  Auuiamt  Beeretary  Ohcmdler  to  ike  Oammissianer  of  ike  Oemeral 

Land  Offioe^Mwy  5^1892. 

December  4^  1891,  this  Department  made  the  following  decision  in 
the  above  entitied  action  (L.  and  B.  press  copy  book  No.  232,  page  30. 

It  ap]>eaT8  from  the  record  in  the  ease  of  '^^Uiam  W.  Wade  agabist  James  Sweeney, 
that  the  latter  on  Jnly  26, 1878,  made  timber-ealtnre  entiy  te  the  BE.  i  Sec  28,  T. 
102  N.,  B.  56  W.,  Tankton,  now  liitoheU,  Sonth  Dakota. 

March  1, 1888,  Wade  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same,  the  final  bear- 
ing of  which  commenced  A|»rU  2, 1888.  The  affidavit  of  contest  as  finally  amended 
aUeges,  among  other  things,  'that  said  timber-cnltore  entry  is  iUegal  fh>m  its  in- 
ception in  that  the  said  claimant,  James  Sweeney,  did  not  in  person  subscribe  and 
swear  to  the  affidavit  npon  which  said  timber-onltnre  entry  was  made^  within  the 
territory  of  Dakota,  and  within  the  Tanktonland  distiie^  within  wbkli  the  land 
oovered  thereby  was  at  the  date  thereof  situated.' 

Jnly  90, 1888,  the  local  officers  fonnd  in  favor  of  the  claimant^  Sweeney,  and  'dis- 
missed' liie  contest. 

Wade  appealed,  and  yon  by  your  decision  of  April  8, 1880,  affirmed  the  loosl  offi- 
cers, dismissed  the  contest,  and  held  Sweeney's  entry  intact.  In  yonr  add  dedaion 
yon  find  that  the  claimant  has  shown  his  good  faith  by  Us  'honest  effinrti  to  seenre 
a  snitable  growth  of  trees,'  although  it  is  shown  that  after  tsn  yean  ftan  the  date 
of  the  entry,  during  five  of  which  there  had  been  a  contest  pending,  only  five  trees 
were  growing  on  the  land. 

Without  at  this  time  expressing  an  opinion  as  to  the  snfficlenf^  of  dalmanVs  enlti- 
vation,  or  attempts  at  cultivation,  of  trees,  I  find  that  one  importMit  matter,  which 
may  possibly  control  the  decision  of  the  Department,  has  esei^ed  your  notice^  or  at 
least  is  not  considered  in  your  said  decision. 

The  instructions  of  this  Department,  construing  the  act  of  June  14^  1878  (90  Stak, 
118),  provide  that  '  all  affidavits  required  under  the  timber-oultnie  laws  most  be 
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made  before  tlie  register  or  TeoeiYer^  or  the  -elerk  of  some  court  of  record,  or  officer 
authorized  to  administer  oaths,  in  the  dittriei  where  the  land  it  eUuoMf  that  'tlmb«r- 
cultore  affidavits  executed  or  signed  outside  of  the  district  in  which  the  land  is 

situated are  illegal.'    (Qen.  Cir.  1889,  page  82).    See  also  Section  2  of 

the  act  of  Jnne  14, 1878,  eupra. 

One  of  the  allegations  of  contest  is  to  the  effect  thftt  this  affidAvit  was  not  made 
within  the  district  in  which  the  land  was  situated,  which  allegation  seems  to  have 
been  ignored  in  your  said  decision. 

It  is  true  the  local  officers  in  their  decision  allege  that  *  the  charge  of  not  person- 
ally subscribing  and  swearing  to  the  entry^  was  practically  abandoned  tliroughout 
the  hearing,  but  an  examination  of  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing,  I  think, 
clearly  contradicts  this  finding.  On  page  115  of  the  record,  after  the  dose  of  con« 
testanfs  oral  testimony  in  chief,  I  find  the  following: 
'  Counsel  for  contestant  calls  attention  to  the  following  records  as  a  part  of  the 

record  in  the  case.' The  original  application  and  affidavit  and  original 

receiver's  receipt  upon  which  that  entry  1332  is  based;'  thus  showing  that  the 
affidavit  in  question  was  introduced  by  the  contestant  to  sustain  the  charge  in 
relation  thereto. 

Counsel  for  contestant,  in  their  argnment  before  the  local  officers,  insist  strenu- 
ously upon  this  point  and  quote  the  statute,  mipra,  in  support  of  their  argument, 
and  say:  'Sweeney's  entry  affidavit  jwrporte  to  have  been  made  before  a  notary 
public  then  authorized  to  administer  oaths  only  in  Minnehaha  county,  which  was 
then  in  the  Sioux  Falls  district  and  not  in  the  Yankton  district^  where  tiie  land  was 
situated.' 

This  point  is  also  insisted  upon  in  argnment  of  oontestanfs  counsel  before  you,  in 
which  he  says:  'What  purports  to  be  Sweeney's  affidavit  is  admitted  on  all  hands  to 
have  been  sworn  to  at  Sioux  Falls  in  Minnehaha  county.  It  is  shown  by  the  affida- 
vit itself  to  have  been  sworn  to  before  a  notary  public  in  that  county,'  etc. 

In  the  brief  filed  in  this  Department  the  same  point  is  raised  by  counsel  for  con- 
testant, in  which  he  charged,  as  though  it  was  not  disputed,  that  the  affidavit  was 
made  before  a  notary  public  in  Sioux  Falls,  etc. ;  thus  showing  that  all  the  way 
through  the  trial  of  this  case  the  illegality  of  the  entry  has  been  forcibly  and  con- 
tinuously insisted  upon. 

The  local  office  and  your  office  have  ignored  it,  and  counsel  for  claimant  has  at- 
tempted to  withdraw  attention  from  it  by  uncalled  for  and  unfounded  abuse  of  the 
contestant  and  his  attorneys. 

The  affidavit  itself  is  not  with  the  record,  nor  is  there  any  sufficient  evidence 
showing  when  or  before  whom  the  affidavit  was  made.  The  only  evidence  in  rela- 
tion to  the  matter  is  found  in  the  deposition  of  Sweeney  himself  and  one  Garland, 
his  brother-in-law  and  his  agent  in  the  tree  culture.  Sweeney  says,  in  answer  to 
the  question:  'If  you  made  said  tree  claim  entry,  state  where  you  were  and  who,  if 
any  one,  was  present f  'I  made  said  entry  at  the  United  States  Land  Office.  Mr. 
E.  B.  Gkurland  and  the  officers  and  some  men  were  working  there,  whom  I  took  to  be 
clerks  at  the  time  I  made  my  filing.' 

Garland,  in  his  deposition,  says :  'I  was  present  at  the  time  of  filing.  The  attor- 
ney Hitchcock,  James  Sweeney,  the  receiver  and  clerks  in  the  land  office  were  all 
that  I  know  to  be  present.  The  names  of  the  receiver  and  clerks  I  never  knew.  My 
recollection  is  that  it  was  sworn  to  at  the  land  office.  The  attorney  Hitchcock  made 
out  the  papers.' 

This  testimony  was  not  taken  at  the  hearing,  but  in  pursuance  of  a  commission  to 
take  their  depositions. 

From  all  these  facts  I  am  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  affidavit  was  among 
the  papers  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,  although  not  now  with  the  record  before  me. 
This  evidence  is  necessary  to  a  proper  determination  of  the  controversy,  because 
Sioux  FaUa  was  never  within  the  Tankton  district.  The  records  of  the  local  office 
will  afford  no  light  as  to  the  contents  of  the  affidavit,  nor  the  place  at  which  it  was 
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made.  Yon  will  therefore  direct  that  a.  hearing  be  had  at  the  Hitohe!!  land  office 
(witii  notice  to  both  parties),  to  determine  by  the  best  evidenoe  obtainable,  when 
and  before  whom  the  entry  affidavit  was  made. 

The  decision  of  this  Department  will  be  reserved  nntil  the  evidenoe  taken  at  the 
hearing  ordered  is  transmitted  to  this  Department.  (See  Matthiesaen  and  Ward  «• 
WilUams,  5  L.  D.,  180). 

In  obedience  to  said  judgment,  a  hearing  was  ordered  by  the  local 
office  for  March  16, 1892. 

On  said  day  a  search  was  made,  and  the  missing  affidavit  was  found 
among  the  records  of  the  local  office,  which  dispensed  with  the  neces- 
sity of  a  lather  hearing. 

Said  affidavit  was,  by  yonr  letter  of  April  15,  1892,  transmitted  to 
this  Department,  and  is  now  before  me. 

It  shows  that  the  timber-culture  affidavit  was  sworn  to  and  sab- 
scribed  before  a  notary  public,  at  Sioux  FaUs,  Minnehaha  county,which 
was  not  within  the  Yankton  district,  in  which  the  land  in  controversy 
is  situated. 

In  accordance  with  the  said  decision  therefore,  Wade's  contest  is  sus- 
tained, and  you  will  direct  that  the  timber-culture  entry  of  Sweeney  be 
canceled. 


PBE-EMFTIOK— FnrAIi  PBOOF— SSCTION  9969  B.  8» 

Bapfbbtt  v.  Tempi^bton. 

The  right  of  an  heir  to  snbmit  pre-emption  proof  nnder  section  2269,  B.  8.,  is  not 
defeated  by  the  fact  that  snch  heir  may  hare  sold  his  interest  in  the  land. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Oha/ndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  May  5, 189:^. 

In  November  1879,  Michael  Eafiferty,  who  was  a  naturalized  citizen 
of  the  United  States  settled  upon  the  SE.  J  of  section  17,  T.  16,  8.  R 
3  E.,  San  Francisco,  OaUfomiay  and  soon  thereafter  made  application 
to  file  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  land.  The  applicap 
tion  was  not  allowed  by  the  local  land  officers,  the  tract  at  that  time 
being  supposed  to  be  railroad  land,  however,  by  a  deci&don  of  yours, 
dated  August  31, 1885,  the  claim  of  the  Southern  Paoiflc  Badlroad 
Company  to  the  tract  was  denied  and  BaflFerty  was  allowed  to  make  a 
filing  which  he  did  on  June  18, 1886,  alleging  setttement  November  17, 
1879. 

On  May  24, 1886,  Oharles  8.  Templeton  made  a  pre-emption,  filing  for 
a  part  of  the  land  in  question,  to  wit:  the  E.  i  ot  the  NE.  ^  of  said  see* 
tion,  together  with  the  E.  ^  of  the  SE.  i  thereof  claiming  settlement 
fiom  November  21, 1885. 

Final  proof  was  tendered  on  each  of  these  filings  on  January  16, 188& 
Bafferty  having  died  in  1886,  final  proof  was  made  for  the  heirs  by  Pat* 
rick  Bafferty,  his  brother,  who  appears  as  plaintiff  herein.    The  South- 
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em  Pacific  Bailroad  Oompany,  also  appeared  at  this  hearing  and  pro- 
tested against  the  acceptance  of  the  proof  of  either  Bafferty  or  Tem- 
pleton. 

On  December  13, 1888,  after  considering  the  case  the  register  and  re- 
ceiver found  in  favor  of  Bafterty  and  held  Templeton's  filing  for  cancel- 
lation in  so  far  as  it  conflicted  with  that  of  plaintiff. 

The  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  and  Templeton  appealed 
firom  said  finding  to  you  and  on  April  11, 1889,  you  decided  that  the 
railroad  company  had  no  interest  in  the  land  in  question  and  dismissed 
its  appeal;  from  this  action,  said  company  has  not  appealed,  hence  your 
judgment  as  to  its  alleged  claim  to  the  tract  has  become  finaL 

On  March  11, 1891,  you  consida^ed  the  case  as  between  Bafferty  and 
Templeton  on  the  appeal  of  the  latter  and  reversed  the  finding  of  the 
register  and  receiver  and  held  the  filing  of  Michael  Bafierty  for  cancel- 
lation. An  appeal  has  been  taken  from  said  judgment  to  this  Depart- 
ment 

It  is  shown  by  the  evidence  in  the  record  that  Michael  Bafferty  re- 
sided on  this  land  continuously  from  ^November  17, 1879,  until  his  death 
iQ  August  1886.  He  had  a  house  there  twelve  by  fourteen  feet  in  which 
was  a  bedstead  and  bedding,  table,  benches,  a  stove  and  cooking  uten- 
sils; house  worth  about  $60.  He  had  placed  fencing  on  the  tract  worth 
about  $100  and  had  fifteen  or  twenty  acres  of  the  land  under  cultiva- 
tion, which  he  seems  to  have  cropped  each  year.  The  balance  of  the 
laLd  was  used  for  grazing  his  stock  and  that  of  others,  whose  stock  he 
permitted  to  run  there.  He  persistently  sought  to  show  his  right  to 
take  the  land  from  the  time  of  his  settlement  until  he  secured  a  judg- 
ment of  your  office  allowing  him  to  make  filing  therefor;  his  good  fkith 
was  amply  shown  during  his  lifetime,  in  continuing  his  residence  on  the 
land  and  by  improving  the  same.  The  attempt  was  made  at  the  trial 
to  show  that  he  held  the  tract  for  one  Kelly  but  the  proof  in  my  judg- 
ment, signally  fails  to  show  it. 

He  had  fully  complied  with  the  pre-emption  law  and  had  in  fiict  done 
everything  required  of  him  to  secure  a  patent  to  the  tract,  except  the 
making  of  proof  of  what  he  had  done. 

Section  2269  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  that, 

Where  a  party  entitled  to  claim  the  benefita  of  the  pre-emption  laws  dies  before 
consummating  his  claim^  by  filing  in  due  time  aU  the  papers  essential  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  same,  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  execntor  or  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  snoh  party,  or  one  of  his  heirs,  to  file  the  necessary  papers  to  complete  the 
same;  bnt  the  entry  in  snch  cases  shall  be  made  in  favor  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased 
pre-emptor,  and  a  patent  thereon  shaU  cause  the  title  to  inore  to  snoh  heirs,  as  if 
their  names  had  been  specially  mentioned. 

It  is  shown  that  Bafferty  left  surviving  him  several  heirs;  his  per- 
sonal estate  consisting  of  about  $2500  was  distributed  by  the  probate 
court  among  certain  heirs  under  a  will,  and  it  appears  in  said  distribu- 
tion that  the  tract  of  land  in  question  or  such  interest  as  was  possessed 
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by  him  at  the  time  of  his  death  should  become  the  property  of  his 
brother,  Patrick  Bafferly,  plaintiff  herein. 

The  proof  shows  that  Bafferty,  deceased,  left  a  number  of  heirs  aside 
from  those  mentioned  in  his  will.  He  did  not  attempt  to  dispose  of  this 
tract  by  will;  in  fact  he  could  not  legally  do  so.  After  the  death  of 
Michael  Bafferty,  his  brother  moved  on  the  land,  built  an  addition  to 
the  house  and  lived  there  several  months,  then  sold  the  land  to  Kelly; 
all  of  this  before  proof  was  made  on  the  filing.  Templeton,  who  settled 
on  the  land  long  after  Bafferty,  now  claims  that  the  plaintiff  as  heir  of 
his  brother,  having  sold  the  tract  has  no  right  to  make  proo£  In  other 
words  that  he  has  no  interest  in  it. 

The  section  of  the  Statute  above  quoted,  allows  either  the  executor 
or  administrator  ^^or  one  of  his  heirs"  to  make  proof  and  provides 
that  ^'  The  entry  in  such  cases  shall  be  made  in  &vot  of  the  heirs  of 
the  deceased  pre-emptor,  and  a  patent  thereon  shall  cause  the  titie  to 
inure  to  such  heirs,  as  if  their  names  had  been  specially  mentioned.^ 
It  contemplates  that  one  of  the  heirs  may  make  proof  not  alone  for  his 
own  benefit  but  ibr  the  benefit  of  all  the  heirs  who  may  be  able  to  show 
their  heirship. 

The  record  does  not  show  sufficient  data  upon  which  this  Department 
can  determine  who  all  the  heirs  are.  In  &ct  it  is  not  the  province  of 
the  Department  to  even  attempt  to  determine  that  question  ^  that 
should  be  left  to  the  court  and  the  section  cited  expressly  provides  tiiat 
the  entry  ^<  shall  be  made  in  favor  of  the  heirs."  This  Department  only 
looks  to  see  whether  the  pre-emption  claimant,  during  his  lifetime  com- 
plied with  the  law,  this  may  be  shown  by  proof  made  by  either  one  of 
the  heirs  or  the  administrator  of  the  estate.  Patrick  Bafferty  was  an 
heir  of  Michael  Bafferty.  Just  what  he  inherited  or  received  by  will 
or  what  particular  interest  he  received  by  reason  of  the  death  of  his 
brother,  is  of  no  concern  to  this  Department.  Michael  Bafferty  having 
complied  with  the  law  during  his  lifetime  and  proof  having  been  made 
by  ^^one"  of  the  heirs,  showing  said  compliance  an  entry  should  be 
allowed  and  the  land  patented. 

Templeton's  claim  of  right  to  make  entry  must  be  denied,  because  the 
claim  of  Bafferty  is  prior.  It  is  claimed  that  proof  was  not  made  in 
time  by  Bafferty.  This  is  error,  because  the  filing  was  made  June  18, 
1886,  and  proof  submitted  January  16,  1888,  which  was  within  the 
thirty  months  allowed  after  the  filing  was  made. 

You  will  accept  the  proof  of  Bafferty  and  allow  entry  to  be  made. 

The  proof  of  Templeton  is  rejected  as  to  the  tract  in  conflict  with  that 
claimed  by  Bafferty. 

Your  judgment  is  accordingly  reversed. 
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CONTEST— EVTDENCE—CBOSS-EXAMINATION. 

Gibson  v.  Ohanbt. 

A  contested  ease  should  not  be  adjudicated  upon  testimony  submitted  wilSioiit  oppor- 
tunity of  oross-ezamining  the  witnesses. 

MrH  A88iit4Uiii  Beoretary  Chandler  to  ike  OammisHaner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  OfflcCj  May  5^  1892. 

The  land  inYolved  in  this  appeal  is  the  S.  }  of  TSr&.  ^  and  lots  2  and 
3,  of  Sec.  9^  T.  15  S.,  B.  3  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  California,  land 
district. 

The  record  shows  that  Bdward  W.  Ohaney  made  timber-cnltore 
entry  of  said  tract  July  7, 1887.  On  Jnly  28, 1888,  Guilford  G.  Gibson 
filed  an  affidavit  of  contest,  alleging  that  said  section  of  land  is  not 
naturally  devoid  of  timber,  but  has  had  and  now  has  a  great  amount 
of  native  timber  growing  thereon.  In  said  affidavit  it  was  alleged  that 
the  witnesses  by  whom  contestant  would  prove  his  case  lived  more  than 
one  hundred  miles  from  the  land  office,  and  asked  that  the  hearing  be 
had  before  the  county  clerk  at  San  Diego,  near  the  land.  Personal 
service  was  had  on  claimant  in  San  Diego  on  August  20,  1888.  The 
notice  served  concludes  as  follows: 

The  said  parties  aie  hereby  summoned  to  appear  at  this  offloe  on  the  14th  day  of 
December,  1888,  at  10  o'clock  a.  m.,  to  respond  and  fiizmsh  testhnony  concerning 
said  alleged  faihue.  The  testhnony  to  be  taken  before  the  county  clerk  of  San 
Diego  county,  on  the  30th  day  of  Noyember,  1888. 

On  November  30, 1888,  contestant  and  his  witnesses  appeared  before 
the  county  clerk  at  San  Diego  and  their  testimony  was  taken.  There 
was  no  appearance  for  claimant. 

On  December  3, 1888,  claimant  filed  an  affidavit  in  the  local  office  at 
Los  Angeles,uiated  December  1,  setting  up  that  he  and  his  attorney 
thought  the  testimony  was  to  be  taken  at  San  Diego  on  December  14, 
1888,  and  had  so  informed  his  witnesses;  that  he  had  learned  that  day, 
for  the  first  time,  that  contestant  had  offered  his  testimony  on  Novem- 
ber 30;  that  he  had  a  meritorious  defense  to  said  contest  and  requested 
to  be  allowed  to  be  heard.  His  attorney  also  made  affidavit  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  under  the  impression  tiiat  the  hearing  was  set  for 
December  14,  and  so  had  it  marked  on  his  docket.  So  fiur  as  the  record 
shows  contestant  had  no  notice  of  this  application,  and  it  is  not  shown 
satisfactorily  whether  the  local  officers  took  any  formal  action  on  it. 
They  permitted  claimant,  however,  to  offer  his  testimony  before  them 
at  Los  Angeles,  and  this  entry  is  made  in  tlie  caption  of  the  record, 
viz: 

Edward  Vf.  Ohaney  appears  in  person  and  by  oounsel and  oalls  the 

attention  of  the  eourt^  1st,  To  the  application  to  take  testimony  before  the  elerk  of 
the  court  in  San  DiegOy  filed  December  3, 1888,  whioh  was  denied  by  the  registflr  and 
receiver. 
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Of  tins  action  contestant  had  no  notice,  and  did  not,  of  oooxaey  ap- 
pear. 

The  local  officers,  on  the  testimony  taken  in  this  irregular  way,  fonnd 
for  the  contestant.  Claimant  appealed,  and  yon,  by  letter  of  March  25, 
1891,  reversed  their  decision.  You  also  considered  all  the  testimony 
taken.  The  contestant  presents  this  api)eal  and  the  only  assignment  of 
error  I  shall  eonsider  is  the  irregularity  in  which  the  proceedings  were 
had  below. 

To  consider  the  testimony  before  me  is  manifestly  nnfisdr  to  either 
party.  Parties  have  the  andisputed  right  to  be  present  at  the  hearing 
and  cross-examine  the  witnesses.    (Bnle  40,  Enles  of  practice). 

Both  sides  were  deprived  of  this  right  in  this  case.  While  the  notice 
commanded  the  parties  to  appear  before  the  register  and  receiver  at 
their  office  on  December  14,  it  also  required  them  to  appear  before  the 
county  clerk  and  submit  their  testimony  on  the  30th  of  ISTovember,  1888. 
Strict  attention  to  the  notice  ought  not  to  have  been  misleading,  but  it 
appears  to  have  confused  the  entryman  to  such  a  degree  that  he  did 
not  appear  and  cross-examine  the  contestant's  witnesses,  nor  offer  tes- 
timony in  his  own  behalf,  and  the  contestant  relying  upon  the  fact  that 
all  the  testimony  was  to  be  taken  on  said  30th  of  November,  did  not 
appear  at  the  local  office  on  the  14th  of  December,  following,  to  cross- 
examine  entryman's  witnesses.  Confused  as  the  parties  appear  to  have 
been,  I  think  a  further  examination  should  be  had.  It  is  therefore 
ordered  that  the  case  be  remanded,  and  the  local  officers  directed  to 
order  a  new  hearing,  with  due  notice  to  all  the  parties  in  interest.  At 
said  hearing  the  testimony  heretofore  taken  on  direct  examination,  may 
be  used  provided  the  witness  giving  the  same  appears  at  the  trial  and 
submits  himself  to  cross  examination. 

They  will  then  adjudicate  the  case  and  let  it  take  its  usual  ooarsOt 

Your  judgment  is  thus  modified. 


HOMESTEAD  ENTItT— MIL.ITABT  SERVICE— BESIBKN'GB. 

Owen  v.  Luxz. 

The  provisions  of  section  2308  R.  S.,  are  not  intended  to  inolnde  persons  serving  in 
the  regular  army  since  the  close  of  the  rebellion,  and  such  service  can  not  be 
held  as  equivalent  to  actual  residence  on  a  tract  under  the  homestead  law,  or 
to  relieve  the  entryman  from  the  statutory  requirements  with  respect  to  set- 
tlement, residence  and  improvement. 

First  Assista/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  ti^  Oemeral 

Land  Office^  May  6y  1892. 

On  the  29th  of  June,  1885,  John  E.  Lutz  made  homestead  entry  fi)r 
the  Bi  of  the  WN\  of  Sec.  16,  T.  8  S.,  E.  3  W.,  San  Frandsoo  land 
district,  California. 
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On  the  9th  day  of  May,  1887,  H.  S.  Owen  initiated  a  contest  against 
Baid  entry,  alleging  abandonment  and  flEdlnre  to  settle  upon  and  culti- 
vate said  tract  as  required  by  law. 

The  hearing  which  followed  resulted  in  a  decision  by  the  register  and 
receiver  on  the  26th  of  January,  1888,  in  which  they  recommended  the 
cancellation  of  said  entry.  Upon  appeal  to  your  oiBce  that  decision 
was  affirmed  by  you  on  the  8th  of  October,  1890,  and  the  entry  of  Lutz 
held  for  cancellation.  A  further  appeal  brings  the  case  to  the  Depart- 
ment for  consideration. 

From  the  record  in  the  case  it  api>ears  that  at  the  time  of  his  entry, 
and  for  several  years  prior  to  that  time,  Lutz  was  in  the  revenue  marine 
service  of  the  United  States.  From  Idarch  13, 1885,  until  September 
18,  of  that  year,  he  was  on  <<  waiting  orders."  On  tiie  latter  date  he 
was  assigned  to  duty  on  the  revenue  steamer  Wolcott,  stationed  at 
Port  Townsend,  Washington  Territory,  where  he  reported  for  duty  on 
the  5th  of  October  following,  and  he  has  ever  since  been  in  active  duty 
in  said  revenue  marine  service,  on  board  said  steamer.  After  his  entry 
he  went  upon  the  land  and  commenced  to  dig  a  well,  but  abandoned  his 
labor  before  striking  water,  and  did  not  establish  his  residence  thereon 
before  being  ordered  to  duty  on  board  the  Wolcott.  He  possessed  the 
qualifications  of  a  pre-emptor  or  homesteader  required  by  section  2289 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  and  bases  his  right  to  the  land  upon  section 
2308  of  said  statutes,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Where  a  party  at  the  date  of  his  entry  of  a  tract  of  land  nnder  the  homestead  laws, 
or  Bnbseqnently  thereto,  was  actually  enlisted  and  employed  in  the  army  or  navy  of 
the  United  States,  his  services  therein  shall,  in  the  administration  of  snch  homestead 
laws  be  constmed  to  be  equivalent,  tu  all  intents  and  purposes,  to  a  residence  for  the 
same  length  of  time  upon  the  tract  so  entered.  And  if  his  entry  has  been  canceled 
by  reason  of  his  absence  from  such  tract  while  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States,  and  such  tract  has  not  been  disposed  of,  his  entry  shaU  be  restored; 
but  if  snch  tract  has  been  disposed  of,  the  party  may  enter  another  tract  subject  to 
entry  under  the  homestead  laws,  and  his  right  to  a  patent  therefor  may  be  determined 
by  the  proofs  touching  his  residence  and  cultivation  of  the  first  tract  and  his  absence 
therefrom  in  such  service. 

Lutz  was  not  present  at  the  hearing,  but  was  represented  by  counsel, 
who  presented  the  facts  and  the  law  in  behalf  of  his  client.  On  the 
part  of  Owen  the  fact  was  established  that  Lutz  never  established  a 
residence  upon  or  cultivated  the  land,  but  that  he  (Owen)  had  resided 
upon  and  cultivated  the  tract  since  December,  1885. 

While  the  Department  has  frequently  held  that  service  in  the  United 
States  army  or  navy  is  equivalent  to  residence  under  a  homestead  entry, 
it  has  never  held  that  such  service  could  be  accepted  as  a  fdlflllmentof 
all  the  requirements  of  law.  Section  2306  of  the  statutes,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  time  which  the  homestead  settler  has  served  in  the 
army,  navy,  or  marine  corps  shall  be  deducted  from  the  time  heretofore 
required  to  perfect  title,  expressly  provides  that  no  patent  shall  is«ue 
to  any  homestead  settler  who  has  not  resided  upon,  improved,  and  cul- 
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tivated  Mb  homestead  for  a  period  of  at  least  one  year  after  he  shall 
have  commenced  his  improvements. 

All  the  qnestions  involTed  in  the  case  at  bar  were  considered  by  the 
Department  in  the  case  of  Oeneral  Jefferson  0.  Davis,  decided  on  the 
5th  of  April,  1879.  (26  L.  and  B.,  342.)  In  that  case  all  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress relating  to  the  subject  of  soldiers'  entries  are  cited  and  commented 
npon,  and  it  is  said  that  section  2308  of  the  statutes  was  enacted  for 
the  purpose  of  restoring  to  those  persons  who  had  made  entries  before 
or  after  their  enlistment  into  the  service,  and  subsequently  lost  their 
land  by  reason  of  absence  in  the  service,  the  right  of  having  the  orig- 
inal entry  re-instated  with  credit  for  their  military  services  as  an  equiv- 
alent for  actual  residence;  and  also  the  further  privilege  of  making  a 
new  entry  for  other  land  in  case  the  land  covered  by  the  original  entry 
had  been  disposed  of  by  the  government. 

The  decision  in  that  case  concludes  by  saying: 

I  am  of  opinion  that  section  2308  has  reference  only  to  entries  made  by  penons  be- 
fore or  after  enlistment  into  the  service  daring  the  war  of  the  lebeUiony  and  whose 
rights  were  sacrificed  by  reason  of  their  absence  in  said  serrice,  and  that  said  section 
was  not  intended  to  in<dade  persons  who  haye  served  in  the  regular  army  since  the 
close  of  the  rebellion  and  that  snoh  service  cannot  be  constnied  as  equivalent  to  actr 
nal  residence  on  a  tract  of  land. 

Counsel  for  Lutz,  in  his  argument  upon  his  appeal  to  the  Depart- 
ment, insists  that  his  client  may  perform  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
utes relating  to  a  year's  residence  upon  the  land,  after  his  service  in  the 
navy  has  expired,  and  he  is  restored  to  the  privileges  of  a  civilian,  and 
that  in  the  meantime  the  land  should  be  reserved  for  him. 

In  this  he  overlooks  the  requirements  of  the  statute  as  to  the  time  of 
making  final  proof  in  the  case  of  homestead  entries.  The  statute  pro- 
vides that  proof  may  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  five  years  after  the 
date  of  entry,  and  must  be  made  within  two  years  thereafter,  but  the 
provisions  of  law  as  to  residence,  etc.,  must  be  complied  with  during 
the  five  years  immediately  succeeding  the  time  of  the  entry. 

More  than  five  years  have  elapsed  since  Lutz  made  his  entry,  and  he 
has  not  yet  established  his  residence  upon  the  land.  It  is  impossible, 
therefore,  for  him  to  show  a  compliance  with  the  law,  even  if  the  roles 
of  the  Department  allowed  him  to  show  a  year's  residence  and  cultiva- 
tian  at  any  time  during  the  five  or  the  seven  years  after  entry.  It 
would  seem  that  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Paulus  Knn- 
dert  (7  L.  D.,  S62),  this  might  be  done,  where  no  adverse  claim  had  in- 
tei'vened.    In  that  case,  it  was  said: 

No  adverse  claim  having  intervened  the  dainiant  wiU  be  permitted,  within  th« 
statutory  period  of  two  years  following  the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  dftteof 
his  entry  (Section  2291,  Revised  Statutes)  to  furnish  proper  evidence  of  dtixeDflhlp^ 
together  with  proof  showing  compliance  with  the  law. 

In  cases  of  contest,  however,  a  different  rule  pECvaUs,  and  the  entry- 
an  must  show  compliance  with  the  law,  or  expect  that  the  cancelhip 
\  of  his  entry  will  follow  his  default* 
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In  the  case  of  Shannon  v.  Hofbnan  (4  L.  D.,  3&9)y  where  the  entry- 
man  was  an  officer  in  the  regular  army  when  he  filed  his  deolaratory 
statement,  made  his  entry  and  proof,  it  was  held  that  this  £act  did  not 
prevent  the  commutation  of  the  entry  so  made,  he  having  shown  foil 
compliance  with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  settlement,  residence  and  imr 
provement.  That  case  did  not  relieve  the  entryman  from  the  statutory 
provisions  as  to  settlement,  residence  and  improvement,  because  he  was 
in  the  military  or  naval  service  at  the  time  he  made  his  entry  and 
proof,  but  it  simply  allowed  him  to  conmiute  his  homestead  to  a  cash 
entry  upon  showing  compliance  with  the  law.  It  is  therefore  in  har- 
mony with  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  cited,  and  has  never  been 
questioned  or  overruled. 

I  do  not  find  that  the  Department  has  ever  adopted  any  role  niKm 
the  subject  of  soldiers'  and  sailors^  entries  different  ftom  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  the  case  of  General  Davis  to  which  I  have  already  referred, 
and  as  I  concur  in  the  views  contained  m  the  extract  from  that  ded- 
sion  herein  quoted,  the  decision  appealed  from  is  aflOnned. 


ESTOPPEL-SETTLEMENT  HIGHTS-AMENBAfEHT  OV  PATENT. 

BOBEBTS  ET  AL.  V.  GOBDON. 

One  who  fails  to  assert  any  claim  to  a  tract  of  pubUo  land  which  is  in  the  adrerse 
possession  of  another,  and  remains  silent,  thongh  knowing  that  the  adverse 
occnpaat  continues  to  claim,  occnpy  and  improve  the  land,  is  estopped  thereby 
from  subsequently  denying  the  good  fidth  of  said  occupant  and  asserting  a  right 
of  priority  in  himself. 

Settlement  rights  can  not  be  acquired  by  trespass,  nor  oonstmctlTd  possession  of 
such  land  by  settlement  on  an  adjacent  tract. 

A  patentee  may  be  permitted  to  relinquish  a  portion  of  the  land  coTored  by  his  pat- 
ent, and  take  in  the  place  of  the  land  relinquished  a  tract  which  through  mis- 
take was  not  included  in  the  original  entry  nor  in  the  patent  issued  thereon. 

Becretary  Noble  to  ike  CommisHoner  of  the  Qeneral  Lamd  Office,  May  6y 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Henry  0.  Boberts,  Frederick  Boberts 
and  Edwards  Boberts  against  John  T.  Gtordon,  on  appeal  from  yonr 
decision  of  December  4, 1890  in  which  yon  reject  the  application  of 
Henry  O.  Boberts,  to  amend  his  entry  for  certain  lands  so  as  to  allow 
him  to  enter  lot  No.  6  in  Bee.  22,  T.  1  N.,  B.  10  W.,  8.  P.  M.,  Los 
Angeles,  California,  land  district  and  dismiss  the  protest  of  Henry  0. 
Boberts,  Frederick  Boberts  and  Edward  Boberts  agamst  the  final  proof 
of  Gordon  on  his  homestead  entry  for  said  lot,  and  allow  him  to  perfect 
his  claim  to  the  same. 

The  history  of  this  case  is  tedions,  and  mnch  of  it  nnimportant.  It 
will  snffice  to  say  that  in  1876,  before  the  survey  of  the  land,  Henry  0. 
Boberts  filed  a  homestead  declaration  under  the  State  law  of  Oalifomia, 
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and  placed  the  same  on  record  for  a  strip  of  land  lying  between  the 
east  boundary  of  the  Azosa  rancho  and  the  base  of  the  moontain,  ex- 
tending north  to  the  Azasa  dam,  and  soath  to  a  certain  red  hill.  It  is 
shown  by  the  official  survey  that  this  strip  of  land  is  4.99  chains  wide 
east  and  west  at  the  south  line  of  section  22,  and  that  its  west  line 
bears  a  few  degrees  west  of  north  to  the  centre  of  the  section,  thence  a 
little  east  of  north  19.50  chains  to  the  north  comer  of  said  rancho.  The 
surveyors  cut  this  strip  by  lines  east  and  west  where  the  quarter  roile 
luies  would  cross,  and  numbered  these  parcels  as  lots  4,  5  and  6.  No. 
6  contains  11.39  acres.  South  of  section  22  a  flractional  part  of  section 
27  was  also  cut  off  by  the  line  of  the  Azusa  rancho,  and  this  lot  was 
numbered  two  in  section  27.  It  contains  about  ten  acres.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  red  hill  mentioned  is  located  so  that  the  line  between 
lot  6  of  section  22  and  lot  2  of  section  27  runs  over  it. 

It  appears  of  record  that  on  April  18, 1876,  Roberts  made  a  pre-emp- 
tion filing  for  the  N.  J  of  the  NW.  J  and  8W.  J  of  NW.  J  of  Sec.  23,  and 
for  lots  4  and  5  of  Sec.  22,  T.  1  K.,  B.  10  W.,  and  on  April  1, 1878,  he 
transmuted  it  to  a  homestead  entry,  alleging  settlement  May  28, 1859, 
and  made  final  proof  thereon  on  the  same  day.  Patent  was  issued  for 
this  land  March  20, 1882. 

On  December  5, 1887,  Gordon  made  homestead  entry  for  lot  2  of  aee- 
tion  27,  lot  6  of  section  22,  and  FW.  J  of  the  SW.  J  and  S.  J  of  the  8W. 
i  of  Sec.  23,  same  township  and  range. 

It  further  appears  that  Gordon  applied  to  make  this  entry  September 
18, 1884,  but  his  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  office  on  account 
of  the  land  in  sections  23  and  27  being  within  the  grant  to  the  Southern 
Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  but  the  case  having  been  brought  before 
this  Department,  it  was  finally,  on  June  7, 1887,  determined  that  he 
could  make  entry  for  the  same.  In  this  controversy,  lot  No.  Oof  section 
22  was  not  involved. 

On  October  2, 1885,  Boberts  filed  an  application  in  the  local  office, 
supported  by  affidavit,  asking  to  be  allowed  to  surrender  his  patent  for 
the  land  he  held,  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  relinquish  his  claim  to  the  'SE.  i 
of  theNW.  J  of  section  23,  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  amend  his  entry  to  in- 
clude lot  6  of  section  22.  He  sets  forth  in  this  application  that  he  had 
theretofore  filed  his  declaratory  statement  in  accordance  with  the  State 
law  to  homestead  certain  land  embracing  lot  No.  0;  that  when  he  made 
his  entry  and  proof,  he  thought  it  embraced  said  lot;  that  he  did  not 
discover  the  mistake  until  September  30, 1885  when  certain  parties  who 
were  tracing  the  line  of  the  Azusa  rancho  called  for  his  patent  and  com- 
pared it  with  the  township  map,  and  informed  him  that  lot  No.  6  was 
not  included'in  his  patent.  He  makes  a  lengthy  statement  of  foots  in 
his  application,  among  other  matters,  that  he  has  cultivated  lot  No.  6, 
clearing  it  of  brush  and  stone,  and  planting  orange  and  other  valnable 
trees  upon  it;  that  he  and  his  sons  have  continuously  cultivated  it  since 
1859;  that  it  was  comparatively  worthless  when  they  took  it,  and  that 
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they  have  added  to  its  value  $7,500.  He  states  that  when  he  weiit  to 
the  land  ofiBice  to  enter  the  land  he  told  the  officers  he  wanted  to  file  for 
the  land  on  which  he  was  living,  to  take  the  fractions  along  the  Azusa 
rancho  in  section  22,  and  as  much  of  the  "KW.  ^  of  section  23  as  would 
complete  a  pre  emption  filing;  that  Wm.  Haverstick,  receiver,  made  out 
the  papers  and  he  signed  them,  believing  that  lot  Ko.  6  was  in  the  de- 
scription. His  house  was  then  on  lot  Ko.  4.  He  says  he  did  not  exam* 
ine  the  papers  or  records  of  the  office,  and  never  knew,  even  when  his 
patent  came,  that  the  lot  Ko.  6  was  not  included  in  it.  He  says  Gordon 
was  trying  to  secure  some  railroad  land,  and  that  he  (Boberts)  never 
knew,  nor  had  an  intimation  that  he  (Gordon)  was  trying  to  get  a  title 
to  lot  Ko.  6.  He  denies  that  Gordon  ever  had  any  possession  or  control 
of  said  lot,  and  while  he  was  trying  to  purchase  of  the  railroad  company 
the  portions  in  sections  27  and  23,  he  had  homesteaded  the  same,  al- 
though it  was  not  subject  to  homestead,  but  was  included  in  the  railroad 
grant;  that  he  (Boberts)  was  cultivating  lot  Ko.  6  all  this  time,  etc., 
etc.  The  local  officers  rejected  this  application  to  amend,  and  Boberts 
appealed  to  your  office.  Your  decision  being  adverse  to  him  he  appealed 
to  this  Department,  and  the  Department,  on  November  24, 1888,  ordered 
a  hearing  upon  the  matter. 

In  the  meantime,  Gordon  had  given  notice  of  his  intention  to  offer 
proof  on  February  11, 1888,  upon  his  entry,  and  on  said  day,  came 
Henry  O.,  Frederick  and  Edward  Boberts  and  protested  the  same  m  so 
far  as  it  related  to  or  included  said  lot  No.  6.  They  charged  that  Gor- 
don's proof  was  fraudulent  and  illegal,  in  this  that  the  application  of 
Henry  C.  Boberts  to  amend  his  entry  to  include  said  lot  was  then  pend- 
ing before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior;  secondly,  that  Frederick  Bob- 
erts was  living  on  the  land,  and  that  the  protestants  had  made  valuable 
improvements  thereon,  and  had  been  in  possession,  and  that  Gordon 
had  never  had  any  possession  of  nor  made  improvements  on  said  lot  in 
controversy;  that  the  protestants  had  placed  over  $8,000  worth  of  im- 
provements on  the  said  lot;  that  Gordon  was  living  on  land  he  had 
applied  to  purchase  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and 
that  the  said  lot  No.  6  was  no  part,  of  it,  it  being  in  section  No.  22; 
that  Gordon  had  never  asserted  or  made  known  that  he  had  any  claini 
to  said  lot  until  Frederick  Boberts  offered  to  file  thereon;  that  said 
Bobertses,  father  and  son,  had  cultivated  said  land  for  more  than 
twenty-five  years ;  that  owing  to  the  unsettled  boundary  of  the  Mexi- 
can grant,  '^  Bancho  Azusa,''  and  the  land  being  unsurveyed,  he  oould 
not  enter  the  land  sooner,  etc.  They  charge  that  certain  parties  have 
conspired  to  cheat  and  defraud  them  of  the  land  and  of  the  fhiits  of 
years  of  toil,  etc.,  etc. 

A  hearing  was  had  upon  this  protest,  and  on  August  20, 1890,  the 
local  officers  decided  against  the  protestants  and  recommended  the 
acceptance  oi  Gk)rdon'8  proo^  from  which  action  the  protestants  ap- 
pealed. 
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On  February  16, 1889,  counsel  for  Gordon  filed  a  motion  for  review 
of  departmental  decision  of  November  24, 1888,  directing  the  bearing 
on  H.  0.  Roberts'  application.  This  motion  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
August  18, 1889  (Press  Copy  Book,  184,  p.  27,  L.  &  E.  E.),  and  in  pass- 
ing upon  the  case  it  was  said  : 

ipendiiig  the  appeal  to  this  Department  from  the  dedaion  of  your  office  the  local  offi- 
cers permitted  Qordon  to  make  final  proof  and  on  proteat  of  BobertB  a  hearing  was 
had.  This  testimony  was  sent  np  from  yonr  office  on  request  of  Gordon's  counsel, 
that  it  might  be  considered  in  passing  upon  the  motion  for  review,  but  as  notice 
thereof  was  not  served  upon  Boberts,  the  same  has  not  been  considered  by  me.  Such 
hearing  was  prematurely  allowed  by  the  local  officers,  being  in  violation  of  nde  53 
of  practice. 

The  hearing  ordered  by  the  departmental  decision  of  November  24, 1888  will  pro- 
ceed, but  so  much  of  the  testimony  taken  at  said  premature  hearing  upon  the  protest 
of  Roberts  against  Gordon's  final  proof  may  be  considered  as  the  parties  or  theii 
ooimsel  may  agree  upon. 

At  the  hearing,  it  was  stipulated  that  the  testimony  taken  in  said 
case  be  accepted,  to  be  used  as  if  taken  at  this  hearing.  Thus  the  cases 
became  consolidated. 

On  the  testimony  being  closed,  the  local  officers  found  the  issues, 
thus  joined,  in  fayor  of  Gk>rdon,  rejected  Boberts'  application  to  amend, 
dismissed  the  protest  and  said  ^^  as  the  final  proof  of  said  Gtordon  is 
regular  and  sufficient  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  should  be  received 
and  accepted,  and  this  contest  should  be  dismissed."  From  this  de- 
cision the  protestants  and  Boberts  appealed,  and  on  December  4, 1890, 
your  office  passed  upon  the  case,  and  substantially  affirmed  the  action 
of  the  local  officers,  ftom  which  decision  appeal  was  taken  to  this  De- 
partment. 

The  testimony  shows  substantially  the  following:  Mr.  Boberts  as  wit- 
ness repeated  substantially  the  matters  set  forth  in  his  application  to 
amend,  and  in  the  protest  against  (Gordon's  final  proofl  He  stated  that 
when  he  went  to  the  land  office  to  file  for  the  land  he  took  a  map  or 
plat  showing  about  what  land  he  claimed  to  be  occupying,  but  it  had 
no  numbers  on  it;  that  he  told  the  receiyer,  Hayerstick,  that  he  wanted 
to  file  for  the  land  he  Uved  on,  and  for  enough  in  section  23  to  make  a 
pre-emption  filing.  He  says  an  old  Mexican  named  Manjarez,  who  had 
married  his  (Boberts')  wife's  mother,  had  been  working  for  him  and  liy- 
ing  on  his  land,  and  he  took  him  to  the  office  with  the  idea  of  having 
him  file  for  the  lot  lying  south  of  his  land,  the  lot  now  held  by  Gordon. 
They  told  the  receiyer  about  this;  they  then  went  away  and  returned 
to  the  office  the  next  day.  The  papers  had  been  prepared ;  they  signed 
such  papers  as  they  were  directed  to  sign,  and  went  home.  He  made 
no  examination  of  tke  record,  and  paid  no  attention  to  the  description 
in  his  papers.  He  states  that  when  he  went  to  transmnte  his  filing  to  a 
homestead,  he  did  not  make  any  examination*    He  says: 

NeTer  did  I  know  until  about  October,  1885  that  lot  6  wae  not  embraced  in  my 
patent  •  .  •  •  The  improvementB  on  lot  6  are  worth  to-day  over  $10,000,  and 
not  one  dollar  has  been  eiq^ended  by  J.  T.  Gordon  or  any  other  person  except  myMlf 
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and  those  in  my  employ,  and  with  my  consent.  Ooidon  was  living  on  the  Bancho 
Asnsa  at  the  time  of  the  pnblio  snrvey  of  these  lands.  J.  T.  Qordon  has  seen  ma 
oontinnally  improving  lot  6,  from  the  time  of  his  residence  on  the  Azusanp  to  Octo- 
her  1, 1885,  and  never  by  any  word  or  intimation  (notified  me)  that  he  had  any  daim 
to  the  land. 

He  explains  how  he  came  to  learn  of  the  mistake.  He  says  his  sons 
had  worked  and  helped  make  the  land  valuable,  and  that  he  had  in- 
tended lot  6  for  Frederick,  and  they  had  built  a  house  on  it  about  the 
time  he  came  of  age  (about  1884),  and  Frederick  had  moved  onto  the 
land  and  was  living  on  it  when  he  (Boberts)  discovered  that  it  was  not 
included  in  his  patent.  The  day  after  he  learned  of  the  mistake  he  and 
Frederick  went  to  Los  Angeles,  consulted  an  attorney,  and  went  to  fhe 
land  office,  where  Frederick  applied  to  homestead  the  lot,  but  this  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers  when  the  lawyer  prepared  the  papers  to 
amend  his  (Boberfs)  entry  by  surrendering  the  patent  and  tiling  for  lot 
6,  omitting  the  NE|  of  NW^  of  section  23.  This  was  also  rejected. 
They  botli  appealed.  All  they  did  was  on  the  advice  of  their  attorney. 
A  number  of  witnesses  were  called  to  corroborate  Boberts  as  to  his  im- 
provements, their  value,  and  the  &ct  that  Gordon  had  never  had  any 
possessioii  of  the  lot  in  controversy.  One  witness  says  he  once  spoke 
to  Gk)rdon  about  the  orange  orchard,  and  Gtordon  said  it  was  Boberts^ 
land. 

The  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  an  association  of  settlers  organized 
to  resist  the  claims  of  one  Dalton  who  had  purchased  a  i>ortion  of  the 
Azusa  grant,  were  introduced  in  evidence.  It  appears  by  these  papers 
that  Gtordon  was  secretary  of  the  association  from  its  organization  in 
1878  until  about  1881,  when  he  withdrew.  Originally  this  association 
assessed  its  members  according  to  their  holdings  in  tiie  disputed  terri- 
tory. Gordon  listed  ten  acres,  and  paid  on  this  amount  of  land,  being 
lot  2  in  section  27.  Boberts  listed  eighty  acres,  and  paid  on  this 
amoTint,  being  lots  4,  5  and  ft  Afterward,  about  1881,  the  association 
decided  to  assess  the  members  per  capita  instead  of  on  their  ^^  holdings.'' 
Gk)rdon  thereupon  withdrew  because  he  did  not  think  it  Mr  to  have  to 
pay  as  much  on  his  small  lot  as  others  would  pay  on  larger  tracts. 
Several  witnesses  are  called  upon  this  point,  and  it  appears  to  be  well 
established.  One  witness  says  Gk>rdon  disclaimed  any  titie  to  lot  6, 
and  claimed  only  the  lot  in  section  27,  on  which  he  lived. 

A  witness  who  was  present  when  the  patent  of  Boberts  was  compared 
with  the  township  map,  and  it  was  i)ointed  out  to  him  by  the  sur- 
veyor that  his  patent  did  not  include  lot  6,  says  he  (Boberts)  <^  turned 
pale,  was  greatly  distressed,  said  it  must  be  an  error  committed  by  the 
land  office,  and  that  he  would  forthwith  go  to  Los  Angeles  and  have  it 
rectified."  He  went  the  next  day,  and  applied  to  amend  the  entry. 
Witnesses  who  worked  for  Boberts  were  called,  and  persons  who  hauled 
orange  trees  for  him  from  Los  Angeles,  showing  the  .extensive  outiay 
and  labor  to  raise  the  trees. 

Mr.  Gordon,  on  cross-examination,  on  his  final  proof  testimony  says 
his  house  is  on  lot  2,  section  27;  that  he  has  never  improved  lot  I^o.  6; 
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says  Boberts  planted  the  trees;  they  are  valaable;  never  gave  Boberti 
any  notice  that  he  (Gordon)  claimed  the  land.  He  says  he  applied  to 
the  State  in  1876  to  locate  "  Lien  warrant "  for  lot  6,  but  it  was  rejected 
becanse  there  was  a  question  about  the  over  issue  of  ^<  Lieu  warrants." 
He  was  then  residing  on  the  Azusa  grant.  He  says  when  he  settled 
on  lot  2  Juan  Maigarez  was  claiming  lot  6. 

QaeBtion.  When  contestants  were  putting  ont  their  orange  oTchard  on  lot  6  in 
controyersy  did  yon  at  any  time  notify  them  that  yon  claimed  the  land. 

Answer.  I  can't  answer  that  question  exactly.  I  never  knew  that  there  was  any 
nnmbers.  I  never  knew  any  contestant  pntting  ont  trees  there  except  Henry  C. 
Boberts  and  I  did  not  notify  him. 

The  former  receiver,  Haverstick,  who  made  up  the  declaratory  state- 
ments for  Boberts  and  Manjarez  says  they  were  in  the  office  together. 
His  better  impression  is  that  Boberts  interpreted  for  Manjarez.    Of 
this  he  is  not  entirely  certain.    He  thinks  that  he  prepared  the  papers 
as  directed;  were  not  very  busy  that  day.    There  is  nothing  showing 
that  he  had  any  object  in  writing  in  a  wrong  description.    Boberts  says 
he  has  no  recollection  of  interpreting  ibr  Manjarez;  thinks  it  was  an- 
other man — Jenkins,  special  agent, — and  the  receiver  says  the  agent 
was  about  there  a  good  deal,  and  he  will  not  be  positive  on  the  point 
Manjarez  was  called  as  witness  and  says  when  Boberts  and  he  made 
their  filings,  Boberts  had  him  file  for  lot  Ko.  6,  and  Boberts  paid  the 
money  (fees);  that  he  lived  on  the  lot  a  while,  four  years  going  on  five; 
that  he  cleared  some  part  on  6,  and  part  on  Gordon's  lot;  that  he  planted 
a  few  trees,  about  thirty,  some  figs,  some  orange,  and  other  kinds;  was 
on  the  land  on  Boberts'  account;  Bobeits  never  spoke  to  him  aboat 
taking  up  land  before  they  came  to  the  land  office;  spoke  about  help- 
ing him  get  title  to  it;  planted  trees  on  it  with  consent  of  Boberts;  had 
cultivated  some  land  about  "  two  yards  "  on  the  tract  Gordon  claimed, 
and  he  let  Gordon  have  it;  he  went  away  from  the  land  because  his 
work  at  Bose's  was  too  far  away;  left  the  land  with  the  house  he  lived 
in;  where  he  "  squatted  was  close  to  the  land  (in  controversy)  in  the 
land,  it  is  not  there  now."    He  was  asked  if  he  had  not  talked  with 
Cabot  (attorney  for  Gordon).    He  denied  having  had  any  conversation 
with  him;  afterward,  said  they  did  converse  about  the  land,  "but  we 
didn't  know  what  kind  of  a  case  it  was,  or  who  it  belonged  to,  Mr. 
Boberts  or  Mr.  Gordon."    He  was  asked  about  certain  statements  which 
it  was  claimed  he  had  made  to  the  effect  that  Cabot  had  promised  if 
he  would  come  and  testify  against  Boberts,  he  should  have  half  the 
land  if  Gordon  gained  it.    This  he  denied.    <^  I  haven't  said  a  word  to 
anybody.    I  couldn't  tell  because  I  don't  remember,  because  I  just  live 
like  a  beast.    I  don't  know  the  year.    I  dont  know  how  to  read  and 
write." 

Two  witnesses  were  called  who  say  Manjarez  told  them  a  few  days 
before  the  trial,  to  one  he  told  on  two  occasions,  that  Cabot  had  prom- 
ised him  half  the  land  if  he  would  come  and  testify  against  Boberts 
and  they  should  gain  the  case.    Mr.  Cabot  was  not  called  as  a  witneBS. 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE  PUBLIC  LANDS.  481 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  house  of  Manjarez  was  near  the  line,  but 
on  the  Azusa  grant,  near  the  west  comer,  between  lots  2  and  6,  and 
that  he  cleared  a  little  in  both  lots.  He  was  hired  by  Boberts  at  times 
to  help  cultivate  the  orange  trees,  and  he  worked  for  persons  in  the 
neighborhood.    He  went  away  in  1880  or  1881. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  base  of  the  mountain  runs  nearly  north  and 
south  at  this  point,  and  the  line  between  sections  22  and  23  lies  along 
the  foot  of  the  mountain,  and  that  the  lots  in  se^^tion  23  are  mountain- 
ona  and  of  little  value. 

Li  your  decision  you  state  that  the  testimony  of  Manjarez  "  contro- 
verts Eoberts'  contention."    You  find  that  Boberts  asserted  no  claim  to 
said  lot  6  as  public  land  until  after  Gordon  had  applied  to  enter  the  same. 
I  find  that  the  only  testimony  reflecting  upon  Koberts'  good  faith  is 
that  of  Manjarez,  and  he  is  quite  effectually  contradicted,  if  not  im- 
peached by  other  witnesses,  and  by  his  own  contradictory  and  confused 
statements,    It  seems  strange  that  an  intelligent  man  who  could  read 
and  write  would  make  a  pre-emption  filing  for  land  in  fractional  lots; 
that  two  years  later  he  would  transmute  to  a  homestead  entry,  and 
four  years  later  receive  his  patent,  and  then  not  learn  until  three  years 
after  this  that  the  most  valuable  lot  in  his  holding  was  not  mentioned 
in  any  of  his  papers,  nor.in  his  patent,  and  it  is  still  more  strange  that 
a  Uke  intelligent  man  would  go  upon  a  tract  of  land,  clear  it  of  brush 
and  stone,  dig  it  over  and  cultivate  it,  purchase  orange  trees,  plant, 
water  and  cultivate  them,  working  himself  and  family  day  after  day 
and  year  after  year  for  more  than  twenty  years;  then  build  a  house 
upon  it  and  locate  his  son  there  that  it  might  be  a  home  for  him  and 
his,  when  he  knew  all  the  time  that  he  had  no  title  of  record,  and  that 
any  comer  could  pre-empt  or  homestead  the  land  at  any  time.    It  is 
also  strange  if  Eoberts  knew  that  lot  6  was  not  included  in  his  papers 
or  patent,  but  had  been  filed  on  by  Manjarez,  and  that  Manjarez  had 
gone  away  in  1880;  that  he  did  not  then  take  steps  to  secure  it.    Again, 
if  he  knew  he  had  no  title  to  the  land,  when  he  built  the  house  and 
located  his  son,  Frederick,  on  the  lot,  intending  some  time  to  deed  it 
to  him,  when  he  came  to  divide  his  estate,  why  did  he  not  have  Fred- 
erick make  entry  for  itt 

There  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  equity  which  applies  with  peculiar 
force  to  this  case.  He,  who  will  not  speak  when  he  should  speak,  will 
not  be  heard  when  he  would  speak.  Gordon  stood  by  while  secretary 
of  the  Settlers'  Association,  and  saw  Koberts  pay  from  time  to  time  the 
assessment  levied  on  this  land,  he  (Gordon)  disclaiming  ownership.  He 
stood  by  and  saw  Boberts  and  his  sons  and  hired  men  working  culti- 
vating, planting  their  land  to  orange  trees,  knowing  that  they  could 
reap  no  immediate  return  as  from  grain  crops;  saw  the  land  growing 
more  and  more  valuable  each  year  under  their  hands,  by  their  toil; 
saw  them  erecting  a  house  for  a  home  for  the  son,  and  saw  him  take  up 
his  residence  therein — ^this  from  1  77  till  1885 — ^yet  he  spoke  no  word, 
14561— VOL.  14 31 
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•did  no  act  indicating  in  any  way  tliat  he  expected  to  distnrb  their  pos- 
session in  his  own  good  time,  and  reap  the  fruits  of  their  toil.  He  is 
-estopped  now  to  deny  the  good  faith  of  Roberts,  and  to  assert  his  ovn. 
Gordon's  application  to  enter  was  made  while  Frederick  was  living 
on  the  land,  under  what  he  snpjwsed  was  a  good  title,  and  the  land 
was  thoroughly  cultivated.  In  Atherton  v.  Fowler  (96  U.  S.,  21^219) 
it  was  said  : 

The  right  to  make  a  settlement  was  to  be  exercised  on  unsettled  land;  to  make 
improvement  on  unimproved  land.  To  erect  a  dwelling  did  not  mean  to  sieze  some 
irther  man's  dwelling.  It  (the  law)  had  reference  to  vacant  land,  to  nnimproTed 
land ;  and  it  would  have  shocked  the  moral  sense  of  the  men  who  passed  these  lawi 
if  they  had  supposed  that  they  had  extended  an  invitation  to  the  pioneer  population 
to  acquire  inchoate  rights  to  the  public  lands  by  trespass,  by  \iolence,  by  robbery, 
by  acts  leading  to  homicide  and  other  crimes  of  less  moral  turpitude. 

.  Gordon  did  not  go  upon  this  land,  but  upon  land  in  an  ac^oining  sec- 
tion, and  claims  constructive  settlement  upon  and  possession  of  lot 
Jfo.  6.  To  have  broken  the  close  and  gone  npon  the  cultivated  land  of 
Eoberts  would  have  constituted  him  a  trespasser,  and  settlement  rights 
could  not  have  been  acquired  thereby.  He  can  not  do  indirectly  what 
he  would  not  be  permitted  to  do  directly.  He  can  not  acquire  con- 
structive possession  of  land  of  which  he  could*  not  take  actual  posses- 
sion without  violence.  He  never  had  possession  of,  or  settlement  ux>on 
lot  IT o.  6  of  section  22.  He  never  cultivated  it,  and  his  proof  itself,  in 
its  operation  and  effect,  excludes  this  lot. 

Counsel  for  Gordon  quotes  a  portion  of  section  2369,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, to  show  what  he  calls  *'  a  condition  precedent  to  relief,"  etc.  He 
omits,  however,  the  first  sentence  in  the  section,  which  limits  the  pro- 
visions of  the  section  to  ^'  purchasers  of  public  lands  at  private  saU,^ 
and  from  section  2370,  a  part  of  which  he  'quotes,  he  omits  the  first 
sentence  which  restricts  its  operation  to  cases  which  come  within  "  the 
provisions  of  the  preceding  section."  Section  2371  extends  the  pro- 
visions of  the  two  preceding  sections  to  lands  upon  which  land  warrants 
have  been  located.  It  is  insisted  that  as  Roberts  has  not  surrendered 
his  patent  with  a  relinquishment  thereon,  he  cannot  maintain  his  claim. 
This  proposition  is  based  upon  the  sections  of  statute  above  cited, 
which  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  case.  Beside,  this  is  not  an  action 
for  specific  performance  wherein  the  party  i)laintiff  should  tender  a 
deed  before  he  could  have  an  action  for  purchase  money  conditioned 
npon  such  deed.  This  is  simply  an  application  to  the  government  for 
permission  to  convey  to  the  government  the  NEJ  of  the  NWJ  of  Sec. 
23,  and  that  he  be  aUowed  to  enter  lot  6  in  Sec.  22.  He  could  not  even 
surrender  his  patent  without  authority  of  the  Department,  and  while 
he  should  not  be  allowed  to  enter  lot  6  unless  he  reconvey  to  the  gov- 
ernment the  tract  mentioned,  it  would  be  idle  to  make  a  deed  to  the 
government  unless  the  proper  authorities  see  proper  to  direct  it  and  t4> 
accept  it.  I  have  examined  the  various  authorities  cited  by  counsel, 
but  find  no  case  on  all  fours  wdth  the  case  at  bar.  I  find  no  case  where 
the  party  making  the  improvement  was  lulled  into  a  sense  of  security 
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by  the  conduct  of  his  adversary,  as  was  Eoberts;  none  where  the  party 
occupying  had  the  same  reason  to  believe  that  his  adversary  was  seek- 
ing other  land  than  that  in  controversy,  as  had  Roberts,  for  it  will  be 
borne  in  mind  that  Gordon  had  no  filing  of  record  until  December  5, 
1887,  and  was  contesting  the  right  of  the  railroad  company  during 
1884-5-6  and  7,  and  saying  nothing  to  any  one,  especially  to  Boberts, 
about  wanting  Lot  No«  6,  and  it  was  not  until  October,  1886  when  Rob- 
erts went  to  the  office  to  have  his  entry  amended  that  he  lefimed  that 
this  lot  was  included  in  the  application  of  Gordon.  I  do  not  find  in 
the  decision  of  the  case  of  Gordon  v.  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (5  L. 
D.,  691)  any  order  that  his  entry  should  revert  back  to  his  application 
September  14, 1884,  but  if  it  did,  even  then  Roberts  had  on  record, 
under  the  State  law,  a  notice  to  the  world  that  he  claimed  the  land 
under  the  homestead  law  of  the  State,  and  his  improvement  and  culti- 
vation for  more  than  fifteen  years  was  notice  of  his  claim.  It  is  in- 
sisted that  Roberts  assisted  Manjarez  to  file  on  lot  6  that  he  might  hold 
it  for  him  (Roberts).  This  is  ujion  the  theory  that  he  wanted  the  tracts 
in  section  23  and  could  not  file  for  these  and  include  lot  6.  Had  he  de- 
sired the  mountainous  land  in  23,  why  did  he  not  put  the  Mexican  on 
one  of  these  "  forties,^  instead  of  on  the  lot  uiwn  which  he  (Roberts) 
was  exx>ending  so  much  labor  and  money!  It  would  have  resulted  the 
same,  would  have  been  as  easily  done,  and  certainly  it  would  have 
been  more  natural,  as  he  cared  nothing  about  improving  the  land  in 
section  23. 

You  consider  Roberts  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  ascertaining  the 
boundaries  of  his  claim.  The  truth  is  he  had  the  boundary  from  Azusa 
dam  to  the  red  hill,  and  a  number  of  witnesses  say  this  includes  lot 
No.  6.  He  occupied  the  boundaries  undisturbed.  He  was  mistaken  in 
the  pai)ers  and  the  patent.  When  he  learned  of  the  mistake  he  acted 
promptly.  K  Gordon  knew  that  lot  6  was  not  in  the  patent,  he  also 
knew  Roberts  was  occupying  it,  and  thus  he  knew  of  the  mistake,  but 
did  not  apprise  Roberts  of  it.  Roberts'  mistake  has  cost  Gordon  noth- 
ing except  the  exi)ense  of  trying  to  take  the  orange  orchard.  If  it  goes 
to  Gordon,  this  Department  takes  about  $9,000  or  $10,000  from  Roberts, 
and  simply  presents  it  to  Gordon,  for  the  Department  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  order  that  he  pay  for  the  lasting  and  valuable  improvements. 

Gordon^s  proof  was  improperly  offered.  It  was  protested  as  to  lot  6. 
For  this  reason,  amon^  others,  the  protest  should  have  been  sustained. 
The  proof  as  to  lot  6,  section  22,  is  therefore  rejected,  and  the  entry  as 
to  this  lot  is  canceled  and  being  satisfied  that,  however  negligent 
Roberts  may  have  been  in  not  examining  his  papers,  he  was  honestly 
mistaken,  and  it  would  be  a  great  wrong  to  take  his  labor  and  expendi- 
ture of  a  quarter  of  a  century  for  nothing.  He  will  therefor  be  allowed 
to  reconvey  to  the  government  the  KE.  J  of  the  NW.  J  of  section  23,  if 
the  same  stand  in  his  name,  unencumbered  and  may  amend  by  making 
entry  for  lot  No.  6,  section  22,  as  prayed  for  in  his  petition.  Tour 
decision  is  modified  accordingly. 
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BuAJLBOAD  GRANT— WITHDRAWAL-COAL  LAND-SETTLEMXNT. 

Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Collins. 

The  settlement  of  an  alien  on  coal  land  affords  no  claim  thereto  under  the  coal  land 
acts  of  July  1, 1864,  and  March  3, 1865,  as  against  the  withdrawal  of  snch  land  on 
general  route  under  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific. 

Lands  withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  said  grant  are  not  subject  to  settlemrait,  or  pur- 
chase unde]^  the  coal  land  law. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May  7, 

189J2. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  John  Collins  v.  Northern  Padflc  Bail- 
road  Company,  upon  the  amended  application  of  Collins,  involving  lots 
1  and  4,  the  NE.  i  of  i^W.  i  and  N W.  i  of  KB.  i,  Sec.  29,  T.  23  N.,  R 
6  E.,  Olympia  land  district,  Washington,  on  appeal  by  the  company 
from  your  office  decision  of  July  21, 1884,  rejecting  its  claim  to  the 
tract  and  awarding  to  Collins  the  right  to  purchase  the  same  onder  the 
coal  land  law. 

Said  decision  states  that  the  land  in  question  is  within  the  limits  of 
the  withdrawal  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (main  line) 
under  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  365),  which  became  efiective 
August  13, 1870;  that  it  is  also  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal, 
made  August  15, 1873,  for  the  Cascade  branch  line,  and  of  that  made 
June  11, 1879,  for  the  amended  branch  line;  that  the  main  line  has  been 
constructed  to  New  Tacoma,  about  two  townships  south  of  this  land; 
that  the  branch  line  opposite  this  line  was  definitely  located  March  26, 
1884 ;  that  the  township  plat  was  filed  in  the  local  of&ce  August  5, 1873, 
by  letter  of  transmittal  from  your  office,  where  it  had  been  sent  by 
sui'veyor-general's  letter  of  July  28, 1873;  that  one  Richard  Richards, 
in  December,  1869,  settled  upon  the  land  while  it  was  yet  unsurveyed, 
and  abandoned  the  same  in  September,  1870;  that  after  two  or  three 
intervening  settlements,  which  were  in  turn  abandoned,  Collins,  on  the 
27th  of  June,  1881,  applied  to  purchase  the  land  under  section  2347 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  coal  land,  and  his  application  was  refused 
by  the  local  office,  because  "the  land  applied  for  is  reserved  for  the 
benefit '^  of  the  railroad  company. 

Upon  the  final  location  and  construction  of  the  branch  line  of  said 
road,  the  tract  in  question  falls  within  the  primary,  or  granted,  limits, 
and,  unless  the  claim  of  Richards  was  such  as  would  defeat  the  with- 
drawal attaching  under  the  6th  section  of  the  granting  act,  upon  the 
filing  of  the  map  of  general  route,  this  tract  has  been  continuously  with- 
drawn since  August  13, 1870,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route  of  the  main  line  of  said  road. 

On  the  17th  of  November,  1883,  your  office  ordered  a  hearing  to 
determine  the  status  of  the  land  in  dispute  at  the  date  of  thie  with- 
drawal of  August  13, 1870.  Hearing  was  had  February  6, 1884,  and 
upon  the  testimony  taken  the  register  and  receiver  rendered  their  joint 
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decision  adverse  to  the  railroad  company.  From  this  the  company 
appealed  to  your  office,  and  from  your  office  decision  sustaining  that  of 
the  local  office  said  company's  appeal  is  now  before  me  for  considera- 
tion. 

The  decision  appealed  from  finds  as  fact  that  <<  from  the  first  date  of 
settlement,  viz :  December,  1869,  to  the  present  time,  the  land  covered 
by  Eichards'  settlement  has  been  occupied  and  improved  by  parties 
intending,  in  good  faith,  to  obtain  title  to  the  same  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  governing  the  public  domain;"  and,  as  conclusion  of 
law,  it  finds  '^that  the  tracts  covered  by  Bichards'  settlement  were 
excepted  from  said  withdrawals." 

Eichards  testified  at  the  hearing  that  he  was  a  native  of  England; 
that  he  had  lived  in  Washington  Territory  since  1869;  that  between 
January  1, 1870,  and  October  1st  of  the  same  year,  his  family  was  in 
Seattle;  that  he  spent  a  good  deal  of  his  time  on  Cedar  river;  that  in 
1869  one  Boblet  and  himself  went  up  Cedar  river,  with  some  others,  to 
hunt  a  claim,  and  hunted  up  and  down  the  river;  that  coming  home 
one  time  he  looked  down  into  the  river  and  saw  a  large  piece  of  coal; 
that  they  went  up  the  river  and  found  more  coal,  and  located  there, 
taking  a  claim  including  this  coal,  Boblet  locating  on  one  side  of  the 
river  and  he  on  the  other.    The  land  was  then  unsurveyed.    He  de- 
scribed, as  nearly  as  possible,  indicating  on  a  map  or  plat  the  land 
claimed,  and  stated  to  what  points  they  measured  for  their  lines  and 
corners,  running  as  nearly  as  they  could  a  half  mile  up  and  down  the 
river.    He  intended  to  take  as  nearly  as  possible  a  square  tract.    In 
answer  to  the  question,  '^  How  much  time  between  the  first  of  January, 
1870,  and  the  time  you  left  these  claims  did  you  and  Boblet  spend  on 
themt"  he  answered:  "Well,  we  were  up  there  every  once  in  two  or 
thre«  weeks."    As  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  improvements,  he  testi- 
fied: ^^I  commenced  a  log  house,  and  slashed  considerable  on  the 
claim ;  we  worked  all  the  time  we  were  there  on  the  claims.    I  would 
work  with  Boblet  and  then  he  would  work  with  me  on  my  place."    In 
answer  to  the  question,  "  What  was  your  intention  in  regard  to  claim- 
ing and  getting  title  to  this  land  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  V 
his  reply  was:  "  Our  intention  was  to  take  it  any  way  we  could  acquire 
it,  get  title  to  it.    I  hardly  knew  how,  but  our  intention  was  to  get  it 
just  as  the  government  would  let  us  have  it."    When  asked  why  they 
selected  this  land,  he  answered:  ^^  the  coal  that  was  on  it;  we  would 
not  have  selected  it  for  anything  else;  there  might  have  been  a  little 
of  it  filt  for  garden — enough  for  a  small  garden  probably."    In  testifying 
as  to  his  abandonment,  he  speaks  of  being  <'on  the  way  home"  from 
the  mine  at  the  time  he  told  McCallister  he  could  have  it.    He  had 
already  testified  that  his  family  was  in  Seattle. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  he  never  established^  or  pretended  to  establish, 
a  residence  upon  the  tract 
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I  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  extent  of  his  settlement  and  improve- 
ment was  the  partial  erection  of  a  log  cabin,  and  some  slashing  on  the 
tract.  When  he  abandoned  said  land  in  September,  1870,  he  gave  what- 
ever right  he  had  to  John  S.  McGallister — ^this  without  consideration, 
and  without  writing  of  any  kind. 

McGallister  testified  that  when  he  went  on  the  land,  he  found  the  log 
cabin  which  Eichards  had  partly  built;  also  near  it  a  tree  blazed,  and 
thereon  a  notice,  either  with  a  pencil  or  cut  in,  that  Bichards  had  taken 
that  land.  He  further  testified:  ^^  I  followed  the  river  up  and  down, 
and  found  where  he  had  driven  a  stake  above  and  below  his  claim;" 
further,  that  he  (McGallister)  took  the  claim  for  his  son-in-law,  Charles 
McGallister,  and  took  what  was  known  as  the  Boblet  claim  across  the 
Gedar  river  opposite  the  land  in  question  for  himself;  that  soon  there- 
after he  was  away  for  a  few  days,  and  when  he  returned  one  Hiram  Wil- 
son had  jumped  the  claim  which  he  had  intended  to  hold  for  his  son-in- 
law;  that  this  occurred  before  his  son-in-law  got  to  the  land;  that  no 
attempt  was  made  to  put  Wilson  off;  that  ^<  he  (the  son-in-law)  just 
took  the  claim  opposite  mine.'' 

Gharles  McGallister,  the  son-in-law,  testifies  that  he  never  attempted 
to  make  any  claim  to  the  land  in  question,  nor  to  occupy  it.  There  was 
a  break  of  several  weeks  between  the  occupancy  of  Bichards  and  that 
of  Wilson,  and  was  no  privity  between  them. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  Wilson  claimed  the  land  firoin  Octo- 
ber, 1870,  to  about  May  10, 1871,  when  he  sold  to  Thaddeus  Hanford. 
The  latter  sold  to  Gollins,  the  appellee,  June  27, 1881,  and  on  the  same 
day  Gollins  applied  to  enter  under  the  present  coal-land  law — sections 
2347  to  2352  of  tlie  Bevise^  Statutes.  The  improvements  made  by  the 
different  parties  during  all  these  years  were  very  limited  and  consisted 
mainly  in  slashing  some  of  the  timber  on  the  tract 

Though  it  was  known  at  the  date  of  Bichards'  settlement  that  the 
land  was  coal  land,  and  it  has  been  known  as  such  ever  since,  he  and 
all  those  who  came  after  him  having  occupied  it  for  that  reason,  yet  it 
does  not  appear  that  anything  has  ever  been  done  in  the  direction  of 
operating  the  mines,  or  in  any  way  developing  the  same. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  is  quite  conclusive  to  the  effect  that 
nothing  has  ever  been  done,  or  attempted. 

The  only  laws  in  force  at  the  date  of  Bichards'  settlement,  relative 
to  coal  lands,  were  the  act  of  July  1, 1864  (13  Stat.,  343),  and  the  act  of 
March  3,  1805  (id.,  529).    The  first  provided: 

That  when  any  tracts  embracing  coal  beds  or  coal  fieldS;  conBtituting  portions  of 
the  public  domain,  and  which  as  'mines'  are  excluded  from  the  pre-emption  act  of 
1841,  and  which  under  past  legislation  are  not  liable  to  ordinary  privat«  entrVi  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  President  to  cause  such  tracts,  in  suitable  snbdin- 
sions,  to  be  offered  at  public  sale  to  the  highest  bidder,  after  public  notice  of  not 
less  than  three  mouths,  at  a  minimum  price  of  twenty  dollars  per  acre;  and  any 
land  not  thus  disposed  of  shaU  thereafter  be  liable  to  private  entry  at  aald  miniminn* 
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The  supplemental  act  of  1865  provided: 

That  in  tko  case  any  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who,  at  the  passage  of  this  act, 
may  be  in  the  business  of  bona  fide  actual  coal-mining  on  the  public  lands,  except  on 
lands  Teserved  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  for  public  uses  for  purposes  of 
commerce,  such  citizen,  upon  making  proof  satisfactory  to  the  register  and  receiver 
to  that  effect,  shall  have  the  right  to  enter,  according  to  legal  subdivisions,  a  quan- 
tity of  land  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  to  embrace  his  improve- 
ments, at  the  minimum  price  of  twenty  dollars  per  acre. 

Eichards  in  bis  testimony  at  the  hearing  states  indefinitely  that  it 
was  his  intention  to  take  the  land  any  way  he  could  acquire  it — ^that 
is,  just  as  the  government  would  let  him  have  it. 

Did  his  occupancy  of  the  land  give  him  any  color  of  right  or  title 
thereto? 

Under  what  law,  if  any,  did  he  acquire  any  right  by  his  settlementT 
It  is  clear  that  he  could  get  no  benefits  under  the  pre-emption  or  home- 
stead laws,  for  those  laws  specifically  except  from  their  operation  lands 
on  which  there  are  known  mines. 

The  coal  act  of  1864,  cited  supra,  conferred  no  rights  by  virtue  of  set- 
tlement, nor  until  after  public  offering  under  authority  from  the  Presi- 
dent. This  land  has  never  been  offered.  The  act  of  1866,  in  a  sense 
pre-emptive  in  its  character,  conferred  ui)on  him  no  benefit  or  right,  for 
two  reasons : 

First,  he  had  not  at  the  date  of  the  act  engaged  in  the  business  of 
coal  mining  on  the  tract,  nor  did  he  at  any  time  so  engage. 

Second,  he  was  not  at  the  time  of  his  occupancy  a  citizen  of 'the 
United  States,  as  is  shown  by  his  own  testimony  at  the  hearing. 

Had  the  land  been  offered  at  any  time  subsequent  to  his  settlement^ 
as  provided  by  the  act  of  1864,  such  settlement  would  under  the  act 
have  furnished  him  no  protection  and  given  him  no  right  whatever. 

In  such  case  the  land  would  have  gone  to  the  highest  bidder,  and  he 
could  have  secured  it  only  by  being  the  highest  bidder. 

There  can  be  no  color  of  title  in  an  occupant  who  does  not  hold  under  any  instra- 
ment,  proceeding,  or  law,  purporting  to  transfer  to  him  the  title,  or  to  give  to  him  the 
right  of  possession.  And  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  good  faith  in  an  adverse  hold- 
iag,  where  the  party  knows  he  has  no  title,  and  that,  under  the  law,  which  he  is 
presumed  to  know,  he  can  acquire  none  by  his  occupation.  Supreme  Court  of  United 
States,  in  case  of  Deffebach  v.  Hawke,  115  U.  S.,  392. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  I  am  unable  to  conclude  that  there  was,  on 
August  13j  1870,  any  appropriation  of  the  land  which  could  be  recog- 
nized, or  that  Bichards'  mere  temporary  settlement  and  squatter's  claim 
on  known  coal  land,  which  he  shortly  afterward  abandoned  without 
having  made  any  substantial  improvement,  and  to  which  no  right  or 
color  of  right  attached  under  the  law  by  virtue  of  said  settlement,  or 
otherwise,  constituted  a  claim  or  right  within  the  meaniufi:  of  section  3 
of  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company. 

If  it  did  not|  then  the  tract  was  public,  unreserved  land,  and  as  such 
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was  subject  to  and  included  in  the  withdrawal  of  August,  1870,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  railroad  company. 

This  view  deprives  neither  Richards  nor  any  following  him  of  any 
equity.  ^None  could  be  claimed  for  him  since  he  voluntarily  abandoned, 
without  consideration  from  any  source,  such  claim  as  he  may  have 
asserted.  !N^one  could  be  claimed  on  the  strength  of  his  settlement  for 
any  who  followed  him  as  occupants  of  the  land,  for  between  him  and 
them  there  was  no  privity. 

Applying  the  strictest  rule  of  construction  against  the  grantee,  I  find 
nothing  in  the  letter  or  reiison  of  the  law  which  would  justify  the  ex- 
ception of  the  tract  in  question  from  the  withdrawal  of  1870,  under  the 
grant  which  expressly  provided  in  section  3  thereof,  excluding  mineral 
lands,  '^  That  the  word  ^  mineral'  when  it  occurs  in  this  act  shall  not  be 
held  to  include  iron  or  coal." 

The  tract  not  having  been  excepted  from  the  withdrawskl  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  company,  on  account  of  Bichards'  settlement,  it  becomes 
necessary  to  inquire  what  effect,  if  any,  did  the  subsequent  settlements 
and  claims  have  upon  the  grant  Y 

As  stated  in  your  ofl&ce  decision,  the  withdrawal  of  August  13,  1870, 
for  the  main  line  of  road  was  followed  by  the  withdrawal  of  August  15, 
1873,  for  the  branch  line,  and  by  that  of  June  11, 1879,  for  the  amended 
branch  line,  for  the  benefit  of  the  same  company. 

The  land  in  question  is  within  the  limits  of  each  and  all  of  said  with- 
drawals. 

The  main  line  of  road  as  finally  constructed  terminated  at  New 
Tacoma,  before  it  reached  a  point  opposite  said  tract,  but  this  was  not 
effected  until  May,  1874.  Since  the  withdrawals  of  1873  and  1879  in- 
tervene and  embrace  the  tract,  it  follows  that  it  has  been  continuously 
withdrawn  from  August,  1870,  to  the  present  time,-  the  restoration  of 
September  1, 1879,  applying  to  and  taking  effect  only  upon  such  lands 
iis  fell  without  the  withdrawal  for  the  branch  line.  This  being  tnie,  the 
conclusion  must  be  that  neither  the  settlement  of  Wilson,  in  1870,  sub- 
sequent to  the  withdrawal  of  the  same  year,  nor  that  of  Hanford,  in 
1871,  can  avail  to  appropriate  the  land  or  except  it  out  of  the  with- 
drawal for  the  benefit  of  the  company;  nor  can  the  application  of 
Collins  to  enter  under  the  coal-land  law  of  1873  (now  sections  2347  to 
2352  of  the  Eevised  Statutes)  be  properly  recognized. 

For  the  reasons  herein  given,  I  must  reveise  the  decision  appealed 
from,  and  hold  that  the  tracts  covered  by  Richards'  settlement  were 
not  excepted  from  said  withdrawals  for  the  benefit  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
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HOBCESTEAD  EKTRT-RESIDSKCB-MINERAIi  LAND. 

Sandeeson  v.  Tatloe. 

The  suffioieney  of  residence  nnder  the  homestead  law  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
the  eutryman's  house  was  on  a  part  of  the  entered  land  that  was  subsequently 
adjudged  to  be  mineral  and  excluded  irom  the  entry. 

First  As8ista/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Generai 

Land  Office^  May  7,  189J2. 

On  the  27th  of  December,  1881,  Edwin  Taylor  filed  his  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  Wi  of  the  S£|  and  the  E^  of  the  SW^  of 
Sec.  26,  T.  6  N.,  B.  13  E.,  Sacramento  land  district,  California,  alleging 
settlement  on  the  13th  of  that  month.  On  the  26th  of  Jnly,  1882,  he 
made  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  asking  the  benefit  of  his  residence 
tbereon  under  his  pre-emption  filing. 

He  had  resided  upon  the  land  for  several  years  prior  to  his  pre-emp- 
tion filing,  and  on  the  24th  of  May,  1884,  he  submitted  final  proof^ 
claiming  the  benefit  of  such  residence.  When  he  made  his  final  proof  he 
relinquished  his  claim  under  his  entry  to  a  part  of  the  NE J  of  the  S  WJ, 
whicb  was  in  conflict  with  the  quartz  mine  of  one  Reynolds.  After  such 
relinquishment  there  were  about  twenty-three  acres  of  said  quarter 
section  included  in  the  homestead  entry  of  Taylor,  which  was  designated 
as  lot  No.  2. 

His  proof  was  protested  by  one  Burt  et  at,  and  after  a  hearing  the 
protest  was  dismissed.  Upon  an  appeal  to  your  office,  you  decided  on 
the  4th  of  January,  1887,  that  the  WJ  of  the  NWJ  of  the  SEJ  was 
mineral  land,  and  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  law.  You 
also  held  that  his  settlement  under  his  homestead  entry  dated  from 
December  13,  1881,  and  that  his  proof  made  in  May,  1884,  was  prema- 
turely made,  and  could  not  be  accepted.  As  sufficient  time  had  ex- 
pired at  the  time  of  your  decision,  you  stated  that  he  would  then  be 
allowed  to  make  final  proof  for  the  land  in  such  decision  adjudged  to  be 
non-mineral. 

From  that  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Department  where  it 
was  affirmed  on  the  1st  of  September,  1888,  Taylor  being  allowed  to 
make  new  final  proof,  within  the  life  of  his  entry,  for  that  portion  of  the 
land  not  relinquished  by  him,  and  not  found  to  be  mineral  by  you. 
Such  proof  was  made  on  the  16th  of  January,  1889,  which  was  accepted, 
and  final  certificate  issued. 

On  the  27th  of  May,  1889,  Sanderson  petitioned  for  a  hearing,  to  be 
allowed  to  make  proof  that  Taylor  had  not  resided  upon  the  land  in- 
cluded in  his  final  certificate.  You  granted  such  petition,  and  on  the 
12th  of  February,  1890,  ordered  a  hearing  which  took  place  on  the  3d 
of  April,  1890,  resulting  in  a  decision  by  the  local  officers  adverse  to 
Taylor.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  your  office,  and  on  the  31st  of  March, 
1891,  you  reyersed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  accepted  the  final 
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proof  of  Taylor,  and  held  his  final  certificate  intact.    An  appeal  from 
such  decision  brings  the  case  to  the  Department. 

The  fact  that  the  residence  and  buildings  of  Taylor  were  upon  the 
twenty  acres  of  his  entry  decided  by  you  to  be  mineral  land,  is  not  dis- 
puted. It  is  also  true  that  on  the  4th  of  January,  1887,  when  you 
rendered  such  decision,  he  had  resided  upon  the  land  covered  by  his 
entry  for  more  than  five  years.  The  ftirther  fact  that  in  your  decision 
of  the  date  last  stated,  as  also  in  the  decision  of  the  Department  upon 
appeal  therefrom,  he  was  expressly  allowed  to  make  final  proof  for  the 
land  adyudged  to  be  non-niineral,  I  think  disposes  of  all  questions 
relating  to  the  validity  of  Taylor's  entry. 

As  soon  as  he  received  notice  of  that  decision  of  ihe  Department,  he 
initiated  proceedings  to  acquire  title  to  the  land  adjudged  to  be  min- 
eral, under  the  laws  relating  to  mineral  lands,  and  also  gave  notice  of 
his  intention  to  make  final  proof,  in  pursuance  of  such  decision.  He 
did  not,  however,  remove  his  house  from  the  mineral  to  the  non-mineral 
land,  he  having  already  resided  upon  and  cultivated  the  whole  tract, 
for  the  full  period  required  by  law,  before  any  portion  of  it  was  adjudged 
to  be  mineral. 

The  case  of  Darragh  v.  Holdman  (11  L.  D.,  409),  presented  a  similar 
question.  In  deciding  that  case  you  held:  The  evidence  shows  that 
Darragh  resided  on  the  land  continuously,  and  having  shown  good  faith, 
the  fact  that  his  residence  was  on  that  portion  of  the  land  shown  to  be 
mineral,  would  not  of  itself  defeat  his  rights,  and  his  final  proof  should 
not  have  been  rejected.  In  that  case  the  local  officers  had  rejected  it 
as  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  upon  appeal  the  Department  sustained  your 
decision.  I  see  no  reason  for  adopting  a  different  course  in  this  case, 
and  the  decision  appealed  from  is  therefore  affirmed. 


hosiestead  applicatjon-ibaegltlab  allowance. 

Oalhoxjn  v.  Daily. 

The  irregular  allowance  of  a  homestead  application  for  land  corered  by  the  entry  of 
another,  and  subsequent  compliance  with  law  on  the  part  of  such  applicant  gives 
him  a  right  that  will  attach  on  the  cancellation  of  the  prior  entry  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  one  who  then  applies  to  enter  but  alleges  no  prior  right  or  equity. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May  7, 

189^. 

On  the  20th  of  December,  1881,  Charles  A.  Janzig  made  pre-emption 
cash  entry  for  the  SB  i  of  Sec.  15,  T.  62  N.,  R.  14  W.,  at  the  Duluth 
land  office,  Minnesota,  which  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  you  on 
the  21st  of  October,  1886,  upon  a  report  of  a  special  agent. 

Upon  the  application  of  the  Minnesota  Iron  Company,  transferee,  a 
hearing  was  ordered,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1888,  which  took  place  on 
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the  26th  of  November,  of  that  year.  As  a  result  thereof,  said  entry  was 
canceled  by  you  on  the  17th  of  September,  1889,  which  fact  was  entered 
on  the  records  in  the  local  office,  on  the  20th  of  the  month.  From  that 
decision,  the  Minnesota  Iron  Company  did  not  appeal. 

On  the  3l8t  of  October,  1888,  Frank  A.  Daily  filed  in  the  local  office 
a  quitclaim  deed,  executed  by  Janzig,  as  grantor,  to  said  Daily,  as 
grantee,  for  the  said  quarter  section,  and  made  application  to  make 
homestead  entry  therefor.  The  local  officers  treated  such  deed  as  a 
relinquishment  by  Janzig,  and  endorsed  thereon  '^  canceled  by  relin- 
quishment, Oct.  31, 1888,"  and  minuted  that  fact  upon  the  record  in 
their  office,  and  accepted  and  allowed  the  application  of  Daily  to  make 
homestead  entry  for  the  land,  writing  across  the  face  thereof  the  words: 
^^  subject  to  claim  of  Minnesota  Iron  Company,  transferee." 

The  claim  of  that  company  to  the  land,  as  transferee,  was  disposed  of 
by  your  judgment  canceling  Janzig's  entry,  rendered  on  the  17th  of 
September,  1889,  from  which  no  appeal  was  taken. 

On  the  20th  of  September,  1889,  the  day  on  which  your  judgment  of 
cancellation  was  received  at  the  local  office  and  entered  upon  the  records 
thereof,  but  prcAious  to  such  receipt  and  entry,  Maria  A.  Calhoun  pre- 
sented her  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  which  was 
rejected  by  the  local  officers,  on  account  of  the  x>ending  cash  entry  of 
Janzig,  and  the  prior  homestead  entry  of  Daily.  Later  in  the  same 
day,  but  after  the  cancellation  of  the  Janzig  entry  had  been  noted  on 
the  record,  her  application  was  again  presented,  and  again  rejected  on 
account  of  Daily's  prior  entry.  From  this  action  on  the  part  of  the 
local  officers,  she  appealed  to  your  office,  and  on  the  29th  of  August, 
1890,  you  rendered  decision  in  the  case,  in  which  you  said  to  the  local 
officers:  "  Your  action  in  rejecting  the  application  of  Calhoun  is  hereby 
affirmed,  subject  to  the  usual  right  of  appeal.  N'o  allegation  of  fraud  is 
brought  against  Daily's  entry.  Should  Calhoun  desire  to  contest  the 
entry  on  that  ground,  she  is  at  liberty  to  do  so,  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  practice."  No  such  contest  was  initiated,  but  an  appeal,  by 
Calhoun,  from  your  decision,  brings  the  case  to  the  Department  for  con- 
sideration. 

In  her  api)eal  to  your  office  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  the 
principal  ground  of  error  specified  is  as  follows: 

Th«  action  of  the  register  and  receiver,  in  accepting  the  relinquishment  of  Charlee 
A.  Janzig  of  a  cash  entry,  and  the  acceptance  of  a  filing  on  said  land  on  the  same  day 
by  Frank  A.  Daily,  was  an  error  of  law,  and  was  wrong  and  reprehensible. 

In  her  appeal  to  the  Department  from  your  decision,  it  is  alleged  that 
you  erred  in  affirming  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  in 
recognizing  the  entry  of  Daily  as  an  appropriation  of  the  land,  claim- 
ing that  such  entry  was  null  and  void,  and  that  Calhoun,  being  the  first 
to  apply  to  make  entry  for  the  land  after  the  cancellation  of  Janzig's 
entry  by  your  order,  was  the  first  legal  applicant  therefor. 

Daily  was  allowed  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land  on  the  31st 
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of  October,  1888,  and  such  entry  was  followed  by  dne  compliance  witii 
law  on  his  part,  in  the  matter  of  residence,  improvements,  and  cnltiya- 
tion.  This,  I  think,  placed  him  in  a  different  relation  to  the  land,  than 
he  would  have  occupied  had  his  application  been  rejected,  and  he  had 
done  nothing  upon  the  land  required  of  a  homestead  entryman.  Had 
his  application  been  rejected,  he  could  have  obtained  no  relief  by  ap- 
peal, unless  he  could  show  that  the  land  wa«  subject  to  entry  at  the 
date  of  his  api)lication.  This  was  held  by  the  Department  in  the  case 
of  Goodale  v.  Olney  (13  L.  D.,  498).  In  the  case  of  Maggie  Laird  (ibid, 
502),  it  was  held  that  where  an  application  to  make  entry  for  land  cov- 
ered by  the  existing  entry  of  another  was  rejected,  an  appeal  from  such 
action  would  not  have  the  effect  to  cause  the  application  to  attach  on 
the  cancellation  of  the  previous  entry.  These  cases  lay  down  the  rule 
to  be  followed  where  an  improper  application  to  enter  is  r^ected. 

A  different  rule  seems  to  prevail  in  cases  where  an  improper  applica- 
tion to  enter  is  accepted.  In  the  case  of  Bichard  Griffin  (11  L.  D.,  231), 
where  an  entry  had  been  erroneously  allowed  for  land  within  the  Sioux 
Indian  resef-ation,  it  was  said:  "  I  see  no  good  reason  why  his  home- 
stead entry  shoidd  not  be  allowed  to  remain  intact,  and  take  effect  from 
the  date  when  the  land  covered  thereby  became  subject  to  settlement^" 
and  such  was  the  disi)osition  made  of  the  case. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  et,  al.  v.  Spence  (12  L.  D.,  639),  where  an  im- 
proper entry  had  been  allowed  for  land  embraced  within  an  existing 
swamp  selection,  such  entry  was  allowed  to  stand,  and  take  effect  on 
the  cancellation  of  such  selection.  It  was  therein  said:  ^^Afber  the  can- 
cellation of  the  State's  selection,  the  question  a«  to  the  validity  of  an 
entry  made  while  the  land  is  so  appropriated,  is  one  solely  between  the 
government  and  the  entryman,  and  the  entry  may  be  allowed  to  remain 
intact,  subject  to  luture  compliance  with  law,  unless  the  allowance  of 
such  entry  would  be  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  adverse  claimants." 
Upon  the  proposition  that  "  a  contestant  will  not  be  heard  to  question 
the  validity  of  such  entry  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  invalid  when  al- 
lowed, unless  he  shows  that  the  allowance  of  the  entry  would  be  in 
violation  of  his  rights,  or  would  defeat  a  prior  right  or  equity,"  the  case 
of  Meyers  v.  Smith  (3  L.  D.,  626)  is  cited  in  Thomas  v.  Si)ence. 

The  case  of  Schrotberger  v.  Arnold  (6  L.  D.,  426),  held  that  "  during 
the  existence  of  an  entry  the  land  covered  thereby  is  not  subject  to 
appropriation  by  another,"  but  it  also  held,  that  "  an  entry  though 
made  when  the  land  was  not  subject  to  appropriation,  on  removal  of  the 
bar,  may  be  allowed  to  stand  intact." 

Applying  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  cited,  to  the  one  at  bar,  and  I 
think  the  conclusion  reached  is,  that  the  allowance  by  the  local  officers 
of  the  application  of  Daily  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land,  fol- 
lowed by  due  compliance  with  law  on  his  part,  in  the  matter  of  resi- 
dence,  improvement6|  and  cultivation^  oonstitute  a  claim  which  attached 
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on  the  caiicellation  of  the  prior  entry  of  Janzig,  to  tlie  exclusion  of  the 
right  of  Calhoun  who  subsequently  applied  to  make  entry  therefor, 
and  that  she  will  not  be  heard  to  question  the  validity  of  such  improp- 
erly allowed  entry,  unless  she  shows  that  the  allowance  of  said  entry 
is  in  violation  of  her  prior  right  or  equity. 

There  is  no  such  showing  in  the  case,  as  she  claims  no  right  or  equity 
in  the  land  whatever,  prior  to  the  presentation  of  her  application  to 
make  entry  therefor,  on  the  20th  of  September,  1889.  This  was  three 
days  after  the  rendition  of  your  judgment  of  cancellation  of  Janzig's 
entry  which  was  made  on  the  17th  of  that  month,  and  took  effect  that 
day,  as  was  held  in  Perrott  v.  Oonnick  (13  L.  D.,  698),  "  without  regard 
to  the  time  when  such  judgment  is  noted  of  record  in  the  local  office.'^ 

There  are  no  disputed  questions  of  fact  in  the  case,  and  the  good 
faith  of  Daily  is  not  in  issue,  nor  are  any  acts  of  bad  faith  on  his  part 
alleged  or  established.  For  the  reasons  stated,  and  in  view  of  the 
authorities  cited,  the  decision  appealed  firom  is  affirmed. 


PRACTICE— RULE  TO  SHOW  CAUSE,  ETC.— DISSERT  ENTRY. 

William  8.  Powell. 

Under  a  role  to  show  oanse  why  an  entry  shonld  not  he  canceled,  time  should  not 
ran  as  against  the  entryman  while  the  local  office  is  closed. 

Equitable  action  may  he  taken  on  a  desert  entry  made  on  final  proof  submitted  after 
the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period,  where  the  delay  is  satisfactorily  ex- 
plained, and  no  adverse  claim  exists. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissi^mer  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  May  7, 189J2. 

On  the  27tli  of  August,  1886,  William  S.  Powell  made  desert  land 
entry  for  lot  2,  the  N  i  of  the  SW  i,  the  SB  i  of  the  NE  i  and  the 
SB  i  of  Sec.  7,  and  the  N  J  of  the  NE  i  of  Sec.  18,  T.  15  N.,  E.  16  E., 
Helena  land  district,  Montana. 

On  the  13th  of  October,  1890,  you  advised  the  local  officers  that  the 
statutory  periodforthe  reclamation  of  the  land  bad  expired,  and  directed 
them  to  give  notice  to  Powell,  and  other  parties  similarly  situated,  un- 
der circular  of  August  28, 1880,  and  in  accordance  with  circular  of 
October  28, 1886. 

On  the  13th  of  November,  1890,  the  local  officers  advised  you  that  on 
the  29th  and  31st  of  July,  1890,  the  parties  in  said  letter  named,  one  of 
whom  was  Powell,  had  been  notified  to  show  cause  within  ninety  days, 
why  their  entries  should  not  be  canceled  for  failure  to  make  final  proof 
and  payment  within  the  statutory  period. 

On  the  26th  of  November,  1890,  you  advised  the  local  officers  that  the 
entry  of  Powell  had  been  oanceled  that  day,  and  directed  them  to  note 
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the  same  on  tbeir  records.    From  that  direction  and  decision  Powell 
appeals  to  the  Department. 

He  bafles  his  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  the  cancellation  was  made 
before  the  expiration  of  the  ninety  days  from  the  date  of  service  of  no- 
tice upon  him.  In  explanation  of  this  he  shows  that  the  United  States 
land  office  at  Helena  was  closed  on  October  15, 1890,  for  all  business 
from  the  new  Judith  land  district,  in  which  Powell's  claim  was  located, 
and  the  office  at  Lewistown,  in  such  district,  did  not  open  until  ^Novem- 
ber 26,  1890. 

He  attempted  to  *'  show  cause  "  at  the  new  office  within  the  ninety 
days,  as  required,  but  was  unable  to  do  so,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the 
commission  of  the  receiver  had  not  been  received,  and  the  office  was 
not  then  legally  opened.  He  made  his  showing  the  first  day  the  office 
was  open  for  business,  and  he  insists  that  the  time  between  the  closing 
of  the  office  in  Helena,  and  the  opening  of  the  office  at  Lewistown  should 
not  be  included  in  the  ninety  days  allowed  him  by  the  notice. 

The  cause  shown  by  him  was  in  the  form  of  a  corroborated  affidavit, 
in  which  he  stated  that  the  reason  final  proof  on  said  entry  was  not 
made  within  the  required  time  was  because  the  entire  seasons  of  1889 
and  1890  were  so  extremely  dry  that  all  the  streams  in  that  section 
were  greatly  diminished  in  the  volume  of  their  water  flow,  and  many 
of  them  entirely  dried  up.  He  also  showed  that  he  had  constructed  a 
main  ditch,  eight  miles  in  length,  from  the  Judith  river,  at  a  cost  of 
fifteen  hundred  dollars,  and  lateral  ditches  covering  each  and  every 
legal  subdivision,  and  that  the  main  and  lateral  ditches  are  of  a  capac- 
ity sufficient  to  thoroughly  irrigate  and  reclaim  the  land  included  in  his 
entry.  That  he  has  water  rights  in  the  waters  of  the  Judith  river  suf- 
ficient for  that  purpose,  but  that  since  July  1, 1889,  he  has  only  been 
able  to  secure  one  hundred  inches  of  water  from  that  source,  when  he 
was  entitled  to  five  hundred  inches,  which  was  an  abundance  to  thor- 
oughly irrigate  and  reclaim  the  land. 

Upon  this  showing  he  asked  for  further  time  within  which  to  make 
his  final  proof  and  payment.  This  application  was  forwarded  to  you 
by  the  local  officers,  from  the  Lewistown  office  on  the  28th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1890,  with  the  recommendation  that  he  be  allowed  more  time  in 
which  to  make  proof. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  1890,  you  informed  the  local  officers  that 
the  entry  of  Powell  had  been  canceled  by  you  before  the  receipt  of  his 
application,  and  you  directed  them  to  inform  him  that  you  were  not 
authorized  by  law  to  grant  an  extension  of  time  for  the  reclamation  of 
the  land,  and  as  the  entry  had  already  been  canceled,  you  could  afford 
him  no  relief  in  the  matter. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  time  during  which  there  was  no 
land  office  open  before  which  Powell  could  make  his  showing,  should 
not  be  included  within  the  ninety  days  allowed  him  for  showing  cause 
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why  his  entry  should  not  he  canceled.  After  the  15th  of  October,  1890, 
he  could  not  make  such  showing  at  the  Helena  office,  and  the  office  at 
Lewistown  was  not  opened  for  business  so  that  he  could  make  it  there 
within  the  required  ninety  days.  He  applied  there  within  that  time, 
and  made  his  showing  at  the  earliest  possible  day  thereafter.  Deduct- 
ing the  time  daring  which  there  was  no  office  ox)en  before  which  he 
could  show  cause,  from  the  ninety  days  allowed  him  for  that  purpose, 
and  it  is  seen  that  he  was  in  time,  and  that  the  decision  of  cancellation 
was  rendered  i)rematurely. 

In  the  case  of  George  W.  Mapes  (9  L.  D.,  631),  it  was  said:  "It  is 
true  that  there  is  no  authority  for  granting  an  extension  of  time  in 
making  final  proof  in  desert  land  entries,  but  the  Department  will,  in 
the  absence  of  an  adverse  claim,  give  an  equitable  consideration  to  final 
proof  submitted  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period,  if  the  de- 
lay is  satisfactorily  explained."  In  support  of  this  position  the  cases  of 
Richard  A.  Ballantyne  (3  L.  D.,  8)  and  Oscar  Cromwell  (8  L.  D.,  432) 
are  cited.  The  same  views  were  expressed  in  Alexander  Toponce  (4  L. 
D.,  261)  and  in  Riley  Garrett  (7  L.  D.,  79). 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  facts  set  out  in  Powell's  affidavits  of  Kovem- 
ber  3, 1890,  and  the  one  which  accompanies  his  appeal,  both  of  which 
are  duly  corroborated,  show  that  he  made  his  entry  in  good  faith,  and 
that  he  endeavored  to  comply  with  the  law,  and  was  only  prevented 
from  doing  so  by  the  extreme  and  unusual  dryness  of  the  seasons  of 
1889  and  1890.  Having  expended  so  much  money  in  attempting  to  re- 
claim this  tract,  it  seems  harsh  and  inequitable  to  arbitrarily  hold  his 
entry  for  cancellation.  Only  the  government  and  the  entryman  ai'e  in- 
terested and  justice  indicates  that  he  should  be  given  a  fair  chance  to 
comply  with  the  law. 

The  rules  29  and  30  of  the  additional  rules  of  equitable  adjudication 
of  April  28, 1888  (6  L.  D.,  799)  provide  for  the  submission  of  the  final 
proof  in  certain  cases  to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication  after  the 
expiration  of  the  statutory  limit.  This  seems  to  be  a  case  provided  for 
by  such  rules,  and 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  said  entry,  there  being  no  adverse  claim,  should  be  re- 
instated, and  that  the  local  officers  be  directed  by  your  office  to  aUow  the  claimant, 
within  ninety  days  notice  hereof,  to  make  payment  for  the  laud  and  proof  of  re- 
clamation of  the  lauds  covered  by  his  entry,  and  also  proof  bringing  said  entry  within 
the  purview  of  rule  30,  aforesaid,  when  the  same  will  be  submitted  for  conlirmation 
to  the  board  of  equitable  adjudication.  See  case  of  Joseph  Himmelsbach  (7  L.  D., 
247). 

That  was  the  language  used  in  concluding  my  decision  in  the  case  of 
George  W.  Mapes,  supra^  and  I  make  it  a  part  of  my  decision  in  the 
case  at  bar,  and  modify  the  decision  appealed  from  accordingly. 
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PBAGTICE-APPEAJL-INTERLOCUTORT  OKDSB. 

PUESGHELL  V.  COWGILL. 
An  appeal  will  not  lie  from  an  interlocntory  order  of  the  General  Land  OfiSoe. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  fke  Oeneral  Land  Ojffice^  May  7^ 

1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  a  motion  to  review  departmental  decision  of  Decem 
ber  6, 1891  (unreported),  in  the  case  of  Edward  A.  Puescbell  v.  C.  C. 
Gowgill  and  to  re-instate  and  promulgate  the  departmental  decision  of 
October  21, 1891,  in  the  same  case  recalled  by  the  decision  of  December 
6, 1891. 

The  tract  involved  in  this  case  is  the  S.W.  \  of  section  6,  T.  S.  ^,  B- 
29  E.,  Yisalia,  California,  and  the  motion  above  mentioned  is  made  by 
counsel  of  Cowgill. 

The  necessary  facts  to  the  determination  of  the  questions  raised  by 
the  motion  are  as  follows: 

One  Thomas  A.  Means  made  a  timber  culture  entry  for  the  tract  in 
question  in  1876. 

On  October  28,  1887,  Herman  C.  Pueschell  who  was  a  brother  of 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case  initiated  a  contest  against  said  entry  and  ap- 
plied to  make  timber  culture  entry  for  said  land;  a  hearing  was  had 
and  it  was  adjudged  that  Means  had  not  complied  with  the  law. 

The  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  you  on  December  1, 1888;  con- 
testant died  on  February  11, 1888,  Before  the  entry  had  actuaHy  been 
canceled  in  accordance  with  your  judgment  of  December  1,  1888, 
Means'  relinquishment  was  presented  by  Gowgill  and  he  was  allowed  to 
enter  the  tract;  on  the  same  day  Edward  A.  Pueschell  applied  to  enter 
the  tract;  his  application  was  rejected  because  subsequent  to  that  of 
Cowgill.  He  appealed  from  said  rejection  to  you  and  on  May  21, 1890, 
you  aflftrmed  the  action  of  the  register  and  receiver  which  was  adverse 
to  Pueschell  and  he  did  not  appeal  from  such  judgment.  Among  other 
things  in  said  judgment  you  instructed  the  local  officers  as  follows: 

Yon  will  advise  the  heirs  of  Herman  C.  PaescheU,  or  such  of  them  as  may  be 
known  to  yon,  that  upon  their  presenting  an  application  to  enter,  in  lien  of  the 
one  which  is  lost,  and  making  the  necessary  affidavit  and  payment,  that  Cowgill 
will  be  called  on  to  show  cause  why  his  entry  should  not  be  canceled  for  conflict 
therewith — 

Cowgill  appealed  from  this  portion  of  your  judgment,  and  on  Decem- 
ber 6, 1891,  it  was  dismissed  because  the  order  from  which  he  appealed 
was  held  to  be  an  interlocutory  order  resting  in  your  discretion  aud 
not  a  final  judgment  from  which  an  appeal  will  lie  to  this  Department 
under  rule  81  of  the  rules  of  practice. 

Cowgill  did  not  appeal  from  your  judgment  of  May  21, 1890,  but  ouly 
from  the  order  made  in  connection  therewith;  that  order  was  clearly 
interlocutory  in  character;  it  did  not  dispose  finally  of  any  of  his  rights, 
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in  taot  yoar  judgment  was  favorable  to  him  and  your  order  directing^ 
the  lociU  officers  to  notify  certain  heirs  how  they  might  yet  get  their 
alleged  claims  passed  upon  by  the  proper  authorities  was  one  from 
which  he  was  not  entitled  to  appeal.  The  motion  before  me  has  been 
examined  and  duly  considered;  it  must  be  and  is  hereby  denied  for  the 
reasons  above  given. 


INDIAN  LANDS-ACT  OF  JANTTART  14,  1889. 

MiLLB  Lao  Lands. 

The  lands  formerly  ooonpled  by  the  Mille  Lac  Indians  are  not  subject  to  disposition 
nnder  the  general  land  laws  but  under  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  of  Jan- 
uary 14, 1889. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommisaioner  of  the  Oenerai  La/nd  Office^  April 

22^  1892. 

By  letter  of  March  12, 1892,  you  ask  to  be  instructed  as  to  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  lands  formerly  occupied  by  the  Mille  Lac  Indians  calling 
attention  at  the  same  time  to  departmental  letter  of  January  21, 1891, 
stating  that  'Hhe  Mille  Lac  lands  should  be  disposed  of  as  other  pub- 
lic lands  under  the  general  laws,"  and  to  the  decision  of  September  3, 
1891,  in  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Walters  (13  L.  D., 
230),  wherein  it  was  held  that  said  lands  were  to  be  disposed  of  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14,  1889  (25  Stat.,  642). 

Under  date  of  January  20, 1891,  your  office  submitted  an  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  completing  surveys  within  the  Chippewa  Indian  Eeserva- 
tions  in  Minnesota  and  included  therein  an  item  of  $4,000  for  the  MiUe 
Lac  lands.    As  to  this  item  it  was  said  in  that  report: 

In  reference  to  the  views  of  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  expressed  in  his 
decision  of  the  9th  instant,  case  of  Amanda  J.  Walters  et  al,,  and  G.  W.  M.  Read  et 
aZ.,  a  donbt  is  suggested  as  to  whether  the  lands  in  the  Mille  Lac  reservation  are  to 
be  disposed  of  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14,  1889  (25  Stat.,  642),  or 
as  other  public  lands  under  the  general  laws.  If  the  latter,  the  amount  estimated 
therefor  in  the  foregoing  may  be  omitted,  and  in  reference  to  this  point  I  request 
that  I  may  be  specifically  instructed. 

The  answer  made  to  this  reqnest  by  said  letter  of  January  21, 1891, 
is  as  follows : 

In  reply  you  are  informed  that  as  the  departmental  decision  of  9th  instant  held, 
''  that  the  lands  upon  which  the  Mille  Lacs  have  enjoyed  the  favor  of  residence, 
BO  long  as  they  should  not  interfere  with  the  whites,  is  equivalent  to  a  declaration 
that  this  favor  or  license  did  not  amount  in  effect  to  a  ^reservation'  of  thene  lands 
upon  which  the  Mille  Lacs  could  take  allotments,"  etc., 

the  Mille  Lac  lands  should  be  disposed  of  as  other  public  lands  under  the  general 
laws,  and  consequently  will  not  be  surveyed  under  the  act  of  January  14,  1889. 

Afterwards  the  question  as  to  the  status  of  the  lands  within  the 
former  Mille  Lac  Indian  Eeservation  came  up  in  the  case  of  Northern 
Pacific  K.  B.  Go.  v,  Walters^  supray  and  was  quite  fully  discussed  in 
14561— VOL  14 32 
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the  decision  rendered  in  that  case.  This  decision  is  not  only  the  later 
expression  of  the  Department^  but  was  rendered  in  a  case  where  the 
statas  of  these  Mille  Lac  lands  was  the  specific  question  presented  to 
be  decided.  This  later  decision  must  prevail,  and  you  will  therefore  be 
governed  thereby  in  the  disposition  of  said  lands. 


BirCKEB  ET  AL  V.  EKISLBY. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  January  28, 1892,  U 
L.  D.,  113,  denied  by  Secretary  Koble,  May  2, 1892. 


APPLICATION  TO  EKTEIU-SBCrriON  ff,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8»  1887. 

Stebbins  v.  Gboke. 

The  pendency  of  an  application  to  enter,  at  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  8, 1887| 
does  not  except  the  land  embraced  therein  from  the  operation  of  said  act. 

The  right  to  perfect  title  nnder  section  6,  act  of  March  3, 1887,  is  intended  for  the 
protection  of  those  who  have  in  good  faith  paid  their  money  for  a  title  beliered 
by  them  to  be  good,  and  the  mere  fact  that  a  purchaser  holds  under  a  quit  clahn 
deed  does  not  exclude  him  from  the  benefits  of  said  section. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Offlee,  May 

6j  1892. 

I  have  couBidered  the  case  of  Lorenzo  D.  Btebbins  v.  Thomas  B.  Croke, 
involving  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  33,  T.  2  S.,  E.  67  W.,  Denver,  Colorado, 
on  appeal  by  Stebbins  from  your  decision  rejecting  his  application  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  said  land. 

Counsel  for  Stebbins  moved  to  dismiss  the  case  for  the  reason, 

1.  That  no  Jurisdiction  has  been  obtained  in  this  cause  by  reason  of  failure  to 
aerve  all  parties  in  interest. 

2.  That  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  the  original  settler,  William  Par- 
cell,  who  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  said  land,  the  same  being 
number  2098,  has  been  notified  to  assert  his  rights  within  a  reasonable  time  fixed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  prescribed  by  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1887. 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  666)  is  as  follows: 

That  if,  in  the  adjustment  of  said  grants,  it  shall  appear  that  the  homestead  or 
pre-emption  entry  of  any  bona  fide  settler  has  been  erroneously  canceled  on  accoimt 
of  any  railroad  grant  or  the  withdrawal  of  public  lands  firom  market,  such  settler 
upon  application  shall  be  reinstated  in  all  his  rights  and  allowed  to  perfect  his  en- 
try by  complying  with  the  public  land  laws :  Provided,  That  he  has  not  located 
another  claim  or  made  an  entry  in  lieu  of  the  one  so  erroneously  canc^ed :  And  pro- 
vided aUOf  That  he  did  not  voluntarily  abandon  said  original  entry :  And  proffided 
further.  That  if  any  of  said  settlers  do  not  renew  their  application  to  be  reinstated 
within  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  then  all  snch 
unclaimed  lands  shall  be  disposed  of  under  the  public  land  laws,  with  priority  of 
right  given  to  bona  fide  purchasers  of  said  unclaimed  lands,  if  any,  and  if  there  be 
no  such  purchasers,  then  to  bona  fide  settlers  residing  thereon. 
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The  records  show  that  William  Purcell  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  tract  April  14, 1866,  alleging  settlement  January  14, 
1866. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  he  ever  was  a  bona  fide  settler  on  the 
land,  his  filing  was  never  canceled  either  erroneously  or  otherwise,  and 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  as- 
sume, that  if  he  ever  was  a  settler  on  the  land  his  abandonment  of  the 
same  was  voluntary,  hence  there  is  no  ground  for  assuming  that  Pur- 
cell falls  within  the  term  of  the  statute.  Neither  he  nor  any  one  claim- 
ing under  him,  nor  any  one  representing  him  is  a  party  to  the  present 
proceeding. 

The  motion  is  accordingly  denied. 

The  material  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows:  The  tract  of  land  in- 
volved is  situated  within  the  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Denver  Pacific, 
now  known  as  the  Union  Pacific  Eailway  Company,  which  grant  took 
effect  August  20, 1869;  said  tract  of  land  was,  however,  excepted  from 
the  operation  of  the  grant  by  the  pre-emption  filing  of  William  PurcelL 

On  June  15, 1885,  George  G.  Cook  made  application  to  enter  the  tract 
under  the  timber-culture  law.  This  application  was  rejected  by  the 
local  officers  for  the  reason  that  the  tract  was  within  the  Umits  of  the 
grant  to  the  railroad  company.  Cook  appealed,  and  pending  the  same, 
Thomas  B.  Groke  filed  a  protest  against  the  application  of  Cook,  alleg- 
ing that  he  was  a  purchaser  of  the  land  under  title  from  the  railroad 
company,  and  that  he  should  either  be  allowed  to  enter  the  laud  under 
the  general  land  laws,  or  purchase  it  under  the  act  of  January  13,1881. 

On  October  15, 1888,  you  held  that  the  tract  was  excepted  from  the 
grant  to  the  company  by  reason  of  the  pre-emption  filing  of  Purcell, 
and  that  should  said  decision  become  final,  the  respective  applications 
of  Cook  and  Groke  would  be  duly  considered.  On  appeal  by  the  com- 
pany this  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Department  on  June  24, 1890. 
In  the  meantime,  on  April  4, 1889,  Lorenzo  D.  Stebbins  applied  at  the 
local  office  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  tract,  and  on  the  rejection 
of  his  application  by  the  local  officers,  he  appealed;  and  on  February 
1, 1890,  Thomas  B.  Groke  made  application  to  purchase  the  land  in 
question  under  the  provisions  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1887.  On  March  22, 1890,  George  O.  Oook  executed  a  relinquish- 
ment  of  his  right,  title  and  interest  to  the  tract  in  question  under  his 
timber-culture  application  and  withdrew  the  same  and  dismissed  his 
api>eal  from  its  rejection  by  the  register  and  receiver,  and  this  relin- 
quishment was  filed  in  the  local  office  September  29, 1890. 

After  a  hearing  at  the  local  office  as  to  the  respective  right  of  Steb* 
bins  to  enter  the  land  under  the  homestead  law,  and  of  Groke  to  pur- 
chase under  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  the  local  officers  rejected  the 
application  of  Stebbins;  on  appeal  you  affirmed  their  decision  and 
allowed  Groke  to  purchase. 

StebbiuB  has  appealed. 
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Groke  bases  his  application  to  purchase  upon  the  fifth  section  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat.,  556),  which  provides: 

That  where  any  said  company  shall  have  sold  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  persons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  such  citizens,  as  a  part  of 
its  grant,  lands  not  conveyed  to  or  for  the  nse  of  snch  company,  said  lands  being  the 
nnmbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  coterminous  with  the  con- 
structed parts  of  said  road,  and  where  the  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reason  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  bona  fide 
purchaser  thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for  said 
lands  at  the  ordinary  government  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents  shall 
issue  therefor  to  the  said  hona  fide  purohasea,  his  heirs,  or  assigns :  Prwided,  That 
all  lands  shall  be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  this  seotion  which  at  the  date  of 
such  sales  were  in  the*&Ofta  fide  occupation  of  adverse  claimants  under  the  pre-emp- 
tion or  homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  whose  claims  and  occupation  have 
not  since  been  voluntarily  abandoned,  as  to  which  excepted  lands  the  said  pre-emp- 
tion and  homestead  claimants  shall  be  permitted  to  perfect  their  proofs  and  entries 
and  receive  patents  therefor :  Provided  further ^  That  this  seotion  shall  not  apply  to 
lands  settled  upon  subsequent  to  the  first  day  of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and 
eighty-two,  by  persons  claiming  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the 
United  States,  as  to  which  lands  the  parties  claiming  the  same  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  as  in  other  like  cases. 

It  has  been  finally  determined  by  this  Department  that  the  tract  in 
question  was  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  raiboad  grant. 

At  the  hearing  Groke  established  the  fact  that  the  tract  in  dispute 
was  coterminous  with  the  constructed  parts  of  the  road;  that  it  was 
sold  by  the  company  as  a  part  of  its  grant  in  1869  or  1870,  to  Amos 
Bissell  under  whom  he  (Groke)  claims;  that  at  the  date  of  the  sale  to 
Bissell,  and  at  the  date  of  the  sale  to  Gix>ke  the  tract  was  not  in  the 
bona  fide  occupancy  of  adverse  claimants  under  the  pre-emptiou  or 
homestead  laws;  that  it  was  not  settled  upon  subsequent  to  December 
1, 1882,  and  prior  to  March  3, 1887,  by  any  person  or  persons  claiming 
the  right  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws;  that  he  (Croke) 
was  a  native  bom  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  finally  that  Bissell, 
under  whom  he  claims,  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  company, 
and  I  think  the  evidence  is  also  satisfactory  that  Groke  himself,  was  a 
bona  fids  purchaser  from  Bissell,  as  that  term  is  employed  in  the  act  in 
question. 

Thus  under  the  law  and  the  instructions  issued  thereunder  by  this 
Department  (8  L.  D.,  348),  it  would  seem,  the  right  of  Groke  to  pur- 
chase the  the  tract  in  dispute,  must  be  recognized. 

It  is  earnestly  contended,  however,  by  counsel  for  Stebbins,  that  said 
tract  of  land  was  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1887,  by  the  application  of  George  G.  Gook,  made  June  15, 1885,  to 
enter  the  same  under  the  provisions  of  the  timber-culture  law,  which 
application  was  pending  on  appeal  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said 
act,  and  segregate  the  tract  from  the  mass  of  the  public  domain,  so 
that  the  act  could  not  be  construed  to  embrace  or  operate  upon  it 

This  proposition  is  based  upon  that  well  established  principles  of  law' 

That  whenBoever  a  tract  of  land  shall  have  once  heen  legally  appropriated  to  any 
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purpose;  ftom  that  moment  the  land  thus  appropriated  becomes  reserved  from  the 
mass  of  pnbUc  lands,  and  that  no  subsequent  law  or  proclamation,  or  sale  would  be 
constmed  to  embrace  it  or  to  operate  upon  it,  although  no  reseryation  were  made 
of  it. 

In  the  leading  case  of  Wilcox  v.  Jackson  (13  Peters,  498)  and  in  the 
other  cases  cited  by  counsel,  the  facts  were  that  the  tracts  of  land 
nnder  consideration,  had  been  expressly  appropriated  for  a  specific 
purpose  under  a  law  of  Congress,  or  in  accordance  with  law. 

In  the  adjustment  of  claims  which  arise  under  the  admiuisti'ation  of 
the  public  land  laws,  this  Department  holds. 

That  an  application  to  enter  pending  an  appeal  is  equivalent  to  an  entry  only  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  the  applicant  are  concerned.    Kichards  v,  McKenzie  (13  L.  D.,  71). 

The  enforcement  of  this  principle  is  necessary  in  order  that  there  may 
be  an  orderly  and  correct  disposition  of  the  various  claims  which  are 
presented  to  the  Department  for  adjudication  under  the  various  existing 
laws  providing  for  the  disposal  of  the  public  domain;  but  never  has  it 
been  asserted  that  a  mere  application  to  enter  a  tract  of  land,  which 
application  was  subsequently  withdrawn,  could  operate  to  segregate  a 
tract  of  land  from  the  mass  of  the  public  domain  or  exclude  said  tract 
from  the  operation  of  a  law  of  Congress  passed  during  the  pendency  of 
such  application. 

An  entry  creates  a  segregation  of  land  by  operation  of  law,  and  while 
thus  segregated,  no  law  can  operate  upon  it.  An  application  to  enter 
preserves  the  rights  of  the  applicant,  to  the  tract  applied  for,  and  to  the 
end  that  these  rights  may  be  thus  preserved,  the  Department  rules 
that  said  tract  of  land  shall  be  reserved  from  other  appropriation  by  any 
opposing  applicant,  in  this  sense  only  is  a  reservation  or  segregation 
created  by  an  application.  I  am  of  the  opinion  therefore,  that  the  con- 
tention of  counsel,  that  the  tract  in  question  was  not  subject  to  the  op- 
eration of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  can  not  be  successfully  maintained. 

It  is  contended  that  Groke,  who  purchased  the  land  in  1886,  was  not 
a  bona  fide  purchasei  as  contemplated  by  the  statute.  He  purchased 
from  Bissell,  while  the  question  of  the  title  of  the  railroad  company  was 
pending  before  this  Department.  He  paid  a  valuable  consideration, 
nearly  $1,500,  for  the  land,  which  was  considered  a  fair  price  at  that 
time,  and  he  has  expended  large  sums  in  improving  the  same. 

Bissell,  who  purchased  from  the  railroad  company,  transferred  the 
land  to  Oroke  by  quit  claim  deed.  On  this  point  he  (Bissell)  testifies, 
that  his  deed  from  the  railroad  company  was  not  a  warranty  deed ; 
that  he  had  no  patent  for  the  land,  and  that  he  wanted  to  give  the 
same  title  that  he  had  received;  he  says:  "I  told  Croke  I  wanted  to 
give  you  the  same  title  that  I  got  from  the  railroad,  if  I  had  a  warranty 
deed,  I  would  give  you  a  warranty  deed." 

Oroke  testifies  as  follows: 

Q.  At  the  time  yon  pnrohaaed  this  land  from  Mr.  Bissell  had  yon  any  knowledge 
or  informatioa  leading  you  to  beUeve  that  the  lands  had  not  been  purchased  by  him 
in  good  faith  from  the  Denver  Pacific  Railroad! 

A.  No,  sir. 


602  DECISIONS  RELATING   TO  THE  PUBLIC    LANDS. 

Q.  If  yon  had  hAd  any  knowledge  or  information  that  the  road  did  not  have  the 
title  would  you  have  bought  these  lands  f 

A.  No,  sir;  I  meet  assuredly  would  not. 

Q.  Did  you  know  or  had  you  heard  at  the  time  you  bought  these  lands  that  land 
grant  lands  were  involved  or  the  title  of  the  railroadi  by  any  decision  of  the  Depart- 
ment t 

A.  No,  sir;  but  I  learned  soon  afterwards  though. 

In  support  of  his  contention  that  a  '<  holder  under  a  quit  claiin  deed 
can  not  claim  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser/'  counsel  for  Stebbins  cites  the 
case  of  Baker  v.  Humphrey  (101  U.  S.,  494). 

The  material  facts  in  that  case  are  these.  Scott  conveyed  the  prem- 
ises to  Chapman,  taking  from  him  a  mortgage  for  the  amount  of  the 
purchase  money,  $3,500.  Chapman  did  not  take  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises. Scott  afterwards  assigned  the  mortgage  to  Sammons.  Sammons 
conveyed  the  premises,  with  warranty  to  Belote.  From  Belote  there 
was  a  regular  sequence  of  conveyance  down  to  Baker,  the  complainant 
Chapman  lived  near  the  property  for  years  and  knew  that  Sammons 
and  others  were  in  adverse  possession  and  claimed  title  but  never 
claimed  or  intimated  that  he  had  any  title  himself.  Baker  entered  into 
a  contract  with  Hurd  and  Smith  to  sell  and  convey  the  premises  to  them 
for  the  sum  of  $8,000.  Baker  employed  Wells  S.  Humphrey,  an  attor- 
ney, to  draw  the  contract.  Hurd  and  Smith  took  possession  under  the 
contract,  and  employed  the  same  attorney  Humphrey,  to  procure  an 
abstract  of  title,  who  in  examining  the  title  found  there  was  no  deed 
from  Chapman.  He  therefore  sought  out  Chapman  and  by  represent- 
ing to  him  that  the  object  was  to  protect  the  title  of  clients,  procured 
Chapman  to  execute  a  quit  claim  deed  of  the  premises  to  George  P. 
Humphrey,  a  brother  of  the  attorney,  for  the  sum  of  $25.  George  P. 
Humphrey,  the  grantee,  knew  nothing  of  the  transaction  until  some 
time  afterwards.  An  action  of  ejectment  was  instituted  in  his  name  to 
recover  the  property.  Baker  tendered  him  $25,  the  amount  he  had 
paid  for  the  deed  and  offered  to  pay  any  expense  incurred  in  his  pro- 
curing it  and  demanded  a  release.  He  declined  to  accept  or  convey. 
The  prayer  in  the  bill  was,  that  the  deed  to  George  P.  Humphrey  be 
decreed  to  be  fraudulent,  and  to  stand  for  the  benefit  of  Baker. 

It  was  with  these  facts  before  it  that  the  supreme  court,  speaking 
through  Justice  Swayne,  used  the  following  language: 

Chapman  conveyed  by  a  deed  of  qnit-daim  to  the  attorney's  brother.  The  attor- 
ney procured  the  deed  to  be  so  made.  It  was  the  same  thing  in  the  view  of  the  law 
as  if  it  had  been  made  to  the  attorney  himself.  Neither  of  them  was  in  any  sense  a 
bona  fide  purchaser.  No  one  taking  a  qnit-claim  deed  can  stand  in  that  relation 
May  V.  Le  Claire  (11  WaUace,  217). 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  court  held  that  the  deed  which  was  pro- 
cured by  the  person  who  held  the  position  oi  confidential  attorney  both 
to  the  grantor,  and  to  the  party  for  whose  benefit  the  deed  was  repre- 
sented to  have  been  made,  although  in  the  name  of  his  brother,  was  the 
same  as  though  it  had  been  made  in  his  own  name,  and  it  was  well  said 
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that  he  was  not  a  honafide  purchaser,  and  the  further  statement  that, 
"  No  one  taking  a  quit-claim  deed  can  stand  in  that  relation,'^  was  cer- 
tainly true  as  applied  to  this  transaction;  but  is  there  good  reason  to 
think  that  this  detached  sentence  was  adopted  by  the  court  as  an  un- 
qualified legal  proposition!  The  authority  cited  by  the  Associate  Jus- 
tice in  support  of  the  proposition  announced  was  May  v.  Le  Claire  (11 
Wallace,  217),  and  in  said  case  the  decision  of  the  court  was  announced 
by  the  same  justice  nine  years  before. 
In  this  case  the  court  say: 

On  the  27th  of  July^  1859^  Desaaint  conveyed  by  a  deed  of  qtdt-claim  to  Ebenezer 
Cook.  The  evidence  satisfies  us  that  Cook  had  fnll  notice  of  the  frauds  of  Powers 
and  of  the  infirmities  of  Dessaint^s  title.  Whether  this  were  so  or  not,  having  ac- 
quired his  title  by  a  quit-claim  deed,  he  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  honafide  purchaser 
without  notice.  In  such  cases  the  conveyance  passed  the  title  as  the  grantor  held  It, 
and  the  grantee  takes  only  what  the  grantor  could  lawfully  convey.  Cook  occupied 
the  same  relations  to  the  property  as  Dessaint,  his  grantor. 

The  authority  cited  for  this  proposition  was  Oliver  v.  Piatt  et  al,  (3 
Howard,  363),  and  we  must  turn  to  that  case  as  the  foundation  for  these 
decisions.  The  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  in  the  last  cited  case, 
was  announced  by  Justice  Story  with  that  clearness  of  statement,  and 
careful  regard  for  the  meaning  of  words  and  of  phrases,  which  so  dis- 
tinguish the  writings  of  that  profound  jurist. 

The  material  facts  which  led  up  to  the  discussion  are  these :  Williams, 
who  had  purchased  certain  premises  by  quit-claim  deeds  from  Oliver, 
alleged  that  he  (WiUiams)  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser  lor  a  valuable  con- 
sideration without  notice.  The  court  found  that  Oliver  held  the  premi- 
ses in  question  in  trust  for  others,  and  that  if  Williams  did  not  actually 
know  this  fact  (which  was  more  than  probable)  that  he  was,  from  the 
knowledge  he  did  i>ossess,  put  upon  inquiry  in  relation  to  the  matter; 
the  court  say: 

And  the  only  reasonable  conclusion  seems  to  be  that  he  was  in  as  fnll  possession  of 
all  the  facts  as  were  his  partners,  Oliver  and  Baum.  Another  significant  circum- 
stance is,  that  this  very  agreement  contained  a  stipulation  that  Oliver  should  give  a 
quit-daim  deed  only  for  the  tracts ;  and  the  subsequent  deeds  given  by  Oliver  to  him 
accordingly,  were  drawn  up  without  any  covenants  of  warranty,  except  against 
persons  claiming  under  Oliver,  or  his  heirs  and  assigns.  In  legal  efiect,  therefore, 
they  did  convey  no  more  than  Oliver's  right,  title  and  interest  in  the  property ;  and 
under  such  circumstances,  it  is  difiicult  to  conceive  how  he  can  claim  protection  as 
a  honafide  purchaser,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  against  any  title 
paramount  to  that  of  Oliver,  which  attached  itself  as  an  unextinguished  trust  to  the 
tracts. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  true  doctrine  on  this  point  is  thus 
clearly  stated  by  Justice  Story,  and  in  effect,  followed  in  the  case  of 
May  V.  Le  Claire,  supra. 

One  who  bolds  under  a  quitclaim  deed,  takes  all  the  interest  his 
grantor  had,  and  may  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  as  against  all  who  do 
not  daim  by  a  title  paramount  to  that  of  his  grantor.    This  definition 
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is,  I  think,  fnlly  sustained  by  the  language  of  the  court  in  the  case  of 
Dickerson  v.  Colgrove  (100  U.  8.,  678),  in  which  it  is  said: — 

Chauncy  conyeyed  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  by  deed  of  qnitclaim.  He  is  not,  there- 
fore, a  ]&ona^<26  purchaser.  Morton  and  the  defendants  were  in  ptssession.  For 
both  these  reasons,  he  took  whatever  title  he  acquired  subject  to  all  the  rights,  legal 
and  equitable,  of  Morton  and  of  the  defendants  who  deraigned  their  titles  from  the 
latter. 

Applying  this  rule  to  the  case  at  bar,  we  find  that  Groke  took  all  the 
interest  of  Bissell;  that  ho  one  claims  by  any  title  paramount  to  that  of 
Bissell ;  that  in  the  absence  of  the  provision  contained  in  the  act  of  March 
3, 1887,  neither  Bissell  nor  Groke  can  claim  any  right  or  title  to  the  land, 
but  by  the  provisions  of  that  a^t,  Bissell  (who  was  without  the  shadow 
of  a  question  a  frofiaj/^rfc  purchaser  from  the  railroad  company),  or  his 
grantee,  Groke,  has  the  right  to  purchase  the  land  in  question  in  the 
absence  of  an  adverse  right  created  by  statute,  and  no  such  adverse 
right  exists  in  the  present  instance. 

The  homestead  claim  of  Stebbins  was  not  initiated  until  April  4, 1889, 
hence  he  is  not  protected  by  the  second  proviso  of  the  fifth  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1887,  (Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha 
Eailway  Gompany,  11  L.  D.,  607). 

It  was  evidently  the  intention  of  Gongress,  by  the  act  of  March  3, 
1887,  to  protect  those  parties  who  had,  in  good  faith,  purchased  laud  of 
the  railroad  company  believing  that  the  company  had,  by  virtue  of  the 
grant  made  by  Gongress,  the  right  to  sell  said  land. 

All  of  the  lands  embraced  withm  the  provisions  of  the  act,  were 
lands  to  which  adverse  claims  existed  at  the  time  the  grant  took  effect 
and  were  therefore  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  and  the 
railroad  company  had  no  right  to  sell  the  same,  it  had  no  title  to  con- 
vey; hence  if  we  apply  the  strict  rule  of  caveat  emptor^  if  we  hold  that 
in  order  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  one  must  have  made  due  inquiry  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  title  of  the  company  to  the  tract  sold  which  in- 
quiry carried  to  its  full  extent  would  have  disclosed  the  fact  that  the 
tract  sold  was  exempted  from  the  grant  and  did  not  pass  to  the  com- 
pany, we  must  hold,  as  a  logical  result  of  the  contention,  that  there 
could  be  no  such  one  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser.    Such  a  result  would  be 
equivalent  to  asserting  that  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  was  an  absurdity, 
and  without  meaning.    Tliis  can  not  be  assumed.    On  the  contrary,  it 
must  be  assumed  that  Congress  intended  to  accomplish  what  afairand 
reasonable  interpretation    of  its  language  will  accomplish,  viz.,  the 
protection  of  those,  who  had  in  good  faith,  paid  their  money  for  a  title 
which  they  believed  to  be  good.    In  the  case  at  bar  I  think  there  can 
be  no  question  as  to  the  right  of  BisseU  to  purchase  under  the  act 
But  is  there  anything  to  indicate  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress 
that  the  right  to  purchase  must  be  confined  to  the  one  who  had  origi- 
nally purchased  from  the  company! 

The  use  of  the  words  heirs  and  assigns  clearly  negatives  such  an  idea. 
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It  waa  the  intention  that  one  who  stood  in  the  place  of  the  original 
purchaser,  either  by  heirship  or  by  assignment,  should  have  the  same 
right. 

After  a  rery  full  and  careful  consideration  of  the  case,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  your  decision  is  correct  and  the  same  is  affirmed,  and  the 
papers  in  the  ca«e  are  herewith  returned. 


TOWN  SITIC  PLAT— SECTION  99,  ACT  OF  MAT  9,  1880. 

Oanaba  H.  Thompson  et  al. 

A  townsite  plat  submitted  for  approval  und^  the  second  proviso  to  section  22,  act 

of  May  2, 1890,  should  show  accurately  the  size  of  aU  lots,  the  width  of  streets 

and  alleys,  the  correct  measurement  and  location  of  parks  and  reservations,  and 

the  exterior  boundaries  should  he  indicated  in  conformity  with  the  lines  of  the 

public  survey. 

In  case  of  an  addition  to  a  townsite  the  streets  must  conform  to  the  streets  already 
establifihed,-  and  this  fact  must  be  stated  in  the  surveyor's  affidavit. 

Actii^  Secretary  Oha/ndUr  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^ 

May  9  J  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  March  24, 1892,  transmitting  plats 
in  triplicate  filed  by  Canada  H.  Thompson  and  Jacob  U.  Shade,  show- 
ing a  portion  of  the  public  domain  which  each  one  applied  to  enter  as 
a  portion  of  the  townsite  of  Hennessey,  Okli^boma,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  second  proviso  to  section  22  of  the  act  of  May  2, 1890,  en- 
titled **  An  act  to  provide  a  temporary  government  for  the  Territory  of 
Oklahoma,  etc.  Also  the  evidence  filed  in  support  of  their  respective 
applications. 

You  recommend  that  the  plats  be  approved. 

The  evidence  filed  in  support  of  the  application,  appear*  to  be  suflB- 
cient,  but  in  my  opinion,  neither  of  the  plats  is  correct. 

It  is  of  the  utmost  imi)ortance  that  all  plats  of  townsites  or  portions 
of  townsites,  should  be  strictly  correct  and  accurate.  The  size  of  each 
aijd  every  lot  should  be  stated,  and  if  the  lot  is  irregular  in  shape,  the 
width  at  each  end  should  be  indicated;  the  width  of  each  street  and 
alley  should  be  marked,  and  the  correct  measurement  of  the  reser* 
vations  and  parks  indicated;  the  exterior  boundaries  should  be  indi- 
cated and  said  boundaries  must  conform  to  the  lines  of  the  public 
surveys. 

The  plats  before  me  are  more  or  less  defective  in  all  the  above  men- 
tioned particulars. 

AiVheiieveT  an  addition  is  made  to  a  town  already  in  existence,  as  in 
the  present  instance,  the  streets  mast  conform  to  the  streets  already 
established,  and  this  must  be  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  surveyor. 
The  affidavit  of  the  surveyor  should  also  contain  a  statement  of  what 
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tract  of  land  is  surveyed  as  the  townsite  or  portion  of  the  townsite, 
also  that  the  tract  reserved  as  a  public  park,  contains  the  requisite 
amount  of  land.  In  a  word,  the  afSdavit  of  the  surveyor  should  con- 
tain a  full,  correct  and  intelligent  statement  of  what  is  shown  on  the 
plat. 

The  affidavit  of  the  party  applying  to  make  the  entry  should  embrace 
the  statement  that  the  application  to  enter  the  described  tract  of  land 

as  the  townsite,  or  as  a  portion  of,  or  addition  to,  the  townsite  of 

is  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  proviso  to  section  22  of  the 
act  of  May  2, 1892,  entitled  ''An  act  to  provide  a  temporary  govern- 
ment for  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,"  etc.,  that  all  streets,  alleys,  parks 
and  reservations  are  dedicated  to  public  use  and  benefit,  and  that  the 
plat  is  correct  according  to  the  survey  made  by  the  proper  surveyor. 

The  plats  in  question  are  herewith  returned  to  be  corrected  as  above 
indicated,  and  you  will  inform  the  local  officers  of  the  requirements  nec- 
essary in  plats  to  be  filed  in  the  future. 


Lamb  v.  Shebman. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  departmental  decision  of  September  3, 1891, 
13  L.  D.,  289,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  May  9, 1892. 


local  office-contest-siminlta27eous  applications. 

Nichols  et  al.  v.  Dabboch. 

No  rights  are  acquired  imder  an  affidavit  of  contest  presented  while  the  local  offloe 
is  closed  for  the  transaction  of  all  business  requiring  the  Joint  action  of  the 
officers. 

The  right  to  proceed  against  an  entry  should  be  awarded  to  the  highest  bidder  where 
two  applications  for  such  privilege  are  filed  simultaneously. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office,  May  10, 1892. 

I  have  examined  the  appeals  by  Josephine  Nichols  and  Michael  J* 
Barrett  from  yonr  decision  of  Febraary  6, 1891,  holding  th  at  the  right 
to  contest  the  timber-culture  entry  of  Johnson  K.  Darroch  for  the 
SW.  i  Sec.  14,  T.  140  N.,  E.  64  W.,  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  should  be 
awarded  to  the  highest  bidder. 

It  appears  that  the  contest  of  Mrs.  Nichols  was  first  presented  June 
4, 1890,  but  no  business  was  then  transacted,  because  the  register  had 
been  directed  to  keep  office  open  for  information  only,  and  to  transact 
no  business  requiring  the  joint  action  of  both  officers,  the  receiver  hav- 
ing become  insane.  On  July  28, 1890,  when  the  office  was  again  opened 
for  business,  the  affidavit  was  again  presented,  simultaneously  with  the 
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affidavit  of  contest  against  the  same  entry  by  Barrett.  The  local  offi- 
cers issued  notices  upon  both  affidavits,  but  held  that  the  affidavit  of 
contest  of  Mrs.  Nichols,  having  been  presented  June  4, 1890,  while  the 
office  was  closed  for  business,  was  superior  to  that  of  Barrett's.  You 
reversed  their  decision,  holding  that  Mrs.  Nichols  could  acquire  no  right 
by  the  presentation  of  her  affidavit  while  the  local  office  was  not  open 
for  business,  requiring  the  joint  action  of  both  officers,  and  being  pre- 
sented simultaneously  with  the  affidavit  of  Barrett  after  the  office  was 
open  for  business,  the  right  of  contest  should  have  been  awarded  to  the 
highest  bidder. 

There  was  no  error  in  this  ruling.  See  Johnson  v.  Yelta,  14  L.  D., 
316. 

Tour  decision  is  afbmed. 


HOMSSTBAI>  COirrBST— BBSrDSNClB— MILFTABT  8ISBVTGB. 

BOSIN  V.  Stabks. 

« 

Proof  of  abandonment  ooverhig  a  period  subsequent  to  the  term  of  residence  reqmied 
of  a  homesteader  does  not  warrant  cancellation  of  the  entry ;  and,  in  determin- 
ing whether  the  charge  of  abandonment  will  lie,  the  claimant's  military  service 
may  be  computed  as  forming  a  part  of  the  requisite  residence. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Cha/ndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  Office^  May  11^  1892. 

On  June  22, 1885,  Joseph  B.  Starks  made  homestead  entry  of  the 
NE.  J  of  Sec.  13,  T.  123,  E.  74,  Aberdeen  land  district,  South  Dakota. 

On  March  28,  1890,  John  Bosin  filed  affidavit  of  contest  against 
said  entry,  on  charge  of  abandonment  for  six  months  before  date  of 
said  affidavit — also  abandonment  for  one  year  prior  to  said  date. 

Notice  ^as  given  by  publication,  but  defendant  did  not  appear  at  the 
date  set  for  the  hearing.  The  local  officers  found,  from  the  evidence 
adduced  by  the  Contestant,  that  the  entry  <<had  been  abandoned  by  the 
claimant  for  more  than  six  months  since  the  date  of  said  entry  and 
next  prior  to  the  service  of  notice  herein,'^  and  recommended  that  the 
entry  be  canceled. 

A  registered  letter  containing  a  notification  of  the  decision  was  sent 
to  the  entryman^s  last  known  address,  but  was  returned  "  uncalled  for.'* 
The  record  in  the  case  was  transmitted  to  your  office,  whereupon,  you 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  local  officers,  upon  substantially  the  fol- 
lowing ground: 

In  an  affidavit  filed  with  his  entry  papers  he  showed  that  he  had 
served  in  the  federal  army  one  year,  seven  months,  and  twenty-four 
days.  He  was,  therefore  required  to  show  residence  on  the  tract  for 
three  years,  four  months,  and  six  days — which  period  expired  October 
28, 1888.    The  contest  affidavit  filed  March  28, 1890,  alleging  abandon- 
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ment  for  one  year  next  prior  to  tLat  date,  would  cover  a  x)eriod  com- 
mencing March  28, 1889.  As  he  was  under  no  legal  obligation  to  re- 
side upon  the  tract  after  October  28, 1888,  the  proof  of  his  abandon- 
ment afterward  was  not  considered  sufficient  ground  for  the  cancella- 
tion of  the  entry. 

The  contestant  appeals  to  the  Department,  upon  numerous  allega- 
tions of  error,  accompanied  by  corroborated  affidavits  setting  forth  that 
the  entryman  never  at  any  time  resided  upon  or  cultivated  said  tract 

It  is  not  necessary  to  state  what  the  decision  might  be  if  the  contest 
affidavit  had  contained  the  allegations  found  in  the  affidavits  accom- 
panying the  appeal;  but  the  decision  must  be  based  upon  what  was 
alleged  in  the  affidavit  of  contest  and  proved  at  the  hearing;  and  as 
nothing  was  proved  or  alleged  that  constituted  sufficient  cause  for  can- 
cellation, your  decision  of  April  13, 1891,  dismissing  the  contest  is 
affirmed.    (Davis  v.  Fairbanks,  9  L.  D.,  630.) 

This  does  not  preclude  the  filing  of  another  affidavit  of  contest,  if 
sufficient  basis  should  be  found  for  the  same. 


STOBAOE  RESERVOIR—NATTmAL  LAKE. 

James  M.  Hoge. 

A  natural  lake  can  not  be  appropriated  for  reservoir  purposes. 

Acting  Secretary  Cha/ndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Offioe^ 

May  11, 1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  April  30, 1892  transmitting  the  map 
in  duplicate  of  the  "Haley  and  Hoge  Storage  Ditch,"  and  also  the  map 
in  duplicate  of  James  M.  Hoge's  three  storage  reservoirs,  filed  in  the 
local  land  office  at  Cheyenne,  Wyoming. 

It  appears  that  this  ditch  extends  from  a  point  on  the  east  bank  of 
the  Big  Laramie  River  in  the  NW  J  of  SE  J  of  Sec.  28,  T.  14  N.,  E.  75 
W.,  from  which  initial  point  the  section  corner  common  to  sections  21, 
22,  27  and  28  bears  K  78  35  E.,  1730  feet  distant,  thence  to  a  point  on 
the  line  between  WN  J  SE  J  and  8W  J  NE  J  of  Sec.  17,  T.  15  N.,  B.  73 
W,,  6th  P.  M.,  from  which  terminal  point  the  comer  conmion  to  sections 
17, 18, 19  and  20  bears  S.  49  25  W.  4246  feet,  the  length  of  said  ditch 
being  21.44  miles. 

The  survey,  map  and  field  notes  of  this  dit43h  seem  to  be  in  ail  respects 
in  conformity  to  law  and  the  regulations  of  the  Department,  and  the 
same,  excepting  the  location  of  the  reservoir  sites,  is  approved,  as  you 
recommend,  subject  to  existing  rights,  that  Mr.  Hoge  may  avail  himself 
of  the  provisions  of  sections  18  to  20,  inclusive,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891  (26  Stat.,  1095).  The  three  storage  reservoirs  appear,  so  far  as  the 
map  and  field  notes  are  concerned,  in  all  respects  correct.    But  you  state 
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that  these  are  ^^  natural  lakes  ^  noted  on  the  township  plat  as  Lake 
Greigbton,  Lake  George,  Lake  Hutton,  and  I  notice  on  the  ditch  map 
that  the  sarveyor  has  noted  on  the  margin  of  Lake  Hutton  a  '^  boat 
hbuse.^  You  do  not  recommend  that  these  reservoir  sites  be  approved. 
In  Colorado  Laud  and  Eeservoir  Co.  case  (13  L.  D.,  681)  it  was  held 
that  ^^  a  person  or  cori)oration  could  not  by  running  a  boundary  line 
around  a  natural  lake  that  is  already  a  source  of  water  supply  thereby 
become  the  proprietor  of  it.'^  Under  this  ruling,  and  I  see  no  reason  for 
changing  it;  this  map  of  the  reservoirs  will  not  be  approved. 


prb-bmption  kntry— extension  of  time  fob  payment. 

Chables  H.  McCune. 

The  joint  Tesohitlon  of  September  80^  1890,  providing  for  extension  of  time  for  pay< 
ment  does  not  require  the  pre-emptor  to  wait  until  on  or  about  the  expiration 
of  his  filing  to  make  final  proof  and  application  for  time. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  May  12j  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  July  2, 1891  transmitting  the  appeal 
of  Charles  H.  McCune  from  your  action  of  May  9, 1891  in  which  you 
reject  his  application  for  time  to  make  payment  for  the  NWJ,  Sec.  22^ 
T.  154  N.,  R.  63  W.,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  land  district,  also 
transmitting  his  final  proof  and  said  application  for  time  to  make  pay- 
ment. You  rejected  this  apiJication  because  his  time  to  make  proof 
did  not  expire  until  March  11, 1891,  and  he  made  proof  October  20, 
1890. 

You  held  that  he  should  not  have  made  proof  and  application  until 
"on  or  about  the  expiration  of  his  filing,"  and  you  say  "It  is  not  con- 
templated that  he  shall,  five  months  or  more,  before  the  time  prescribed, 
make  proof  and  allowing  the  same  to  remain  in  abeyance  for  several 
months  apply  for  the  relief  in  question." 

In  this  ca8e  the  applicant,  by  his  corroborated  af&davit,  shows  that 
his  crops  on  the  land  have  been  very  nearly  a  total  failure,  by  reason 
of  frost  and  drouth ;  that  he  had  arranged  to  borrow  money  to  make 
payment,  and  advertised  to  make  proof,  expecting  the  money  of  Moen 
and  Connolly  who  did  a  loan  business;  that  they  had  assured  him  they 
would  furnlBh  it  when  he  had  completed  his  proof;  that  they  told  him 
afterward  that  they  did  not  have  it  then,  but  would  fiirnish  it,  and 
that  after  rei)eated  promises  and  disappointments,  he  was  compelled  to 
ask  time  to  make  payment  under  the  joint  resolution  of  Congress  of 
September  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  684).  This  he  did  in  March,  1891.  His 
proof  was  made  in  October.  His  time  for  making  it  would  expire  in 
March.    During  the  intervening  time  he  could  raise  no  crop.    I  do  not 
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find  anything  in  the  resolation  which  justifies  your  roling  that  the  pie- 
emptor  most  wait  until  "  on  or  about  the  expiration  of  his  filing,"  to 
make  proof  and  application  for  time,  and  under  the  circumstances,  tl^e 
seasons  of  the  year  at  which  proof  was  made,  and  at  which  the  time 
would  expire,  etc.  I  do  not  consider  it  unreasonable  to  ask  the  exten- 
sion as  he  did.  His  proof  was  approved,  but  as  he  could  not  pay  the 
money,  no  final  certificate  was  issued,  but  the  proof  and  his  affidavit 
and  application  for  time  were  forwarded  to  your  office  as  per  circolar 
letter  of  October  27,  1890  (11  L.  D.,  417).  I  consider  his  application 
sufficient,  and  it  should  have  been  allowed.  Your  rejection  of  it  is  set 
aside,  and  the  papers  in  the  case  are  returned  to  you  for  such  action  as 
may  be  proper  in  the  premises. 


TIMBBB  CULTI7HE  BNTBT-MA  RRTET>  WOMAK. 

Boyd  v.  Wobth. 

A  married  woman  is  disqualified  from  making  an  entry  nnder  the  timber  culture  law 

unless  she  is  the  head  of  a  famUy. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Oha/ndler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral 

Land  Office,  May  12^  1892. 

Ann  M.  Worth  has  filed  an  apx>eal  from  your  decision  of  December 
2, 1890,  holding  for  cancellation  her  timber-culture  entry  for  the  NE.  { 
of  Sec.  22,  T.  6  S.,  E.  64  W.,  Denver,  Colorado,  upon  the  ground  that 
she  is  a  married  woman,  and  therefore  disqualified  from  making  a  tim- 
ber-culture entry. 

Said  appeal  alleges  the  following  grounds  of  error: 

1.  Error  in  holding  from  the  evidence  that  Ann  Maria  Worth  at  the  date  of  said 
timber-culture  entry  was  a  married  woman. 

2.  Error  in  holding  that  a  married  woman  who  is  supported  by  her  husband  could 
not  make  a  timber- culture  entry. 

The  qualifications  of  all  i)erson8  applying  to  make  entries  of  the  pub- 
lic lands  must  affirmatively  appear,  and  an  application  failing  to  show 
such  qualification  is  defective. 

Besides,  it  appears  from  the  record  that  Mrs.  Worth  is  a  married 
woman,  and  I  find  no  evidence  that  she  was  not  married  at  the  date  of 
the  entry,  nor  is  it  so  claimed  by  counsel  in  his  argument. 

A  married  woman  is  disqualified  from  making  entry  under  the  tim- 
ber-culture law,  unless  she  is  the  head  of  a  family.  Mary  E.  Lockwood, 
1  L.  D.,  127;  Olaze  v.  Bogardus,  2  L.D.y  311;  see  also  Oiblin  «.  Moet 
ler^s  Heirs,  6  L.  D.,  296. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed* 
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8:WAMP  LANB— TRANSFEREE-NOTIGB. 

•L.  B.  Applegatb. 

A  transfeTee,  olaiming  under  the  ewamp  grant,  who  haa  giyen  dne  notice  to  the 
Land  Department  of  his  interest,  is  entitled  to  reoeiTenotioe  of  aubaequentpio- 
oeedinga  affecting  the  yaUdity  of  his  title. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  Officej  May  13y  1892. 

List  5  of  swamp  lands  has  often  been  before  this  Department  for 
action. 

The  provisions  of  the  swamp  land  grant  of  1850,  were  extended  to 
the  State  of  Oregon  by  act  of  March  12, 1860  (12  Stat,  3). 

The  question  now  before  me  arises  on  the  appeal  of  L.  B.  Applegate 
from  your  judgment  of  April  3, 1890,  rejecting  the  claim  of  the  State  of 
Oregon  to  the  W.  J  of  the  S.  W.J  Sec.  17,  T.  38  S.K.  10  E.,K.  W.J  of 
the  N.  W.  J  Sec.  20,  T.  38  S.  E.  10  E.,  W.  i  of  the  K.  E.  J  Sec.  18,  T.  38, 
.  S.  R.  10  E.,  S.  B.  J  of  the  N.  E.  J  Sec.  18,  T.38  S.  R.  10  E.,  E.  i  of  K  W.  J 
Sec.  18,  T.  38  S.  R.  10  B.,  K.  J  of  S.  E.  J  Sec.  18,  T.  38  S.  R.  10  E.,  aU  of 
which  lands  had  long  before  that  time  been  purchased  by  him. 

After  this  swamp  land  grant  was  extended  to  the  State  of  Oregon, 
it  was  agreed  between  the  State  and  yourofBce  with  the  consent  of  the 
Secretary,  that  the  rights  of  the  State  under  said  act  should  be  de- 
termined through  an  examination  in  the  field  by  two  agents,  one  to  be 
appointed  by  each  party. 

The  agents  thus  apx>ointed  (3  L.  D.,  334)  repoi-ted  that  the  lands  em- 
braced in  list  5,  amounting  to  07,641.24  acres,  including  the  tracts  in 
question,  were  swamp  lands.  On  September  16, 1882,  the  report  was 
approved  by  this  Department,  and  the  approval  was  certified  to  said 
State.  Subsequently,  charges  having  been  brought  against  the  cor- 
rectness and  honesty  of  said  report  on  January  20, 1887,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  laid  a  rule  on  the  State  to  show  cause  why  the  list  should 
not  be  canceled  (5  L.  D.,  374).  After  considering  the  showing  made  by 
the  State  on  December  27,  1888,  the  Department  revoked  the  certifica- 
tion of  the  lands  embraced  in  said  list  and  canceled  the  list  (7  L.  D., 
672). 

A  new  report  was  made  by  Special  Agent  Shackleford  and  under 
this  report  11,962.38  acres  were  patented  to  the  State  as  "  unquestion- 
ably swamp,"  20,000  acres  were  restored  to  the  public  domain  and 
58,000  acres  were  declared  doubtful  and  Special  Agents  Aripington 
and  Roe  were  detailed  to  examine  these  doubtful  lands. 

The  tracts  now  claimed  by  Applegate  were  included  within  this 
doubtful  list  for  re-examination.  These  last  named  agents,  after  an  ex- 
amination in  the  field,  made  a  report  and  after  considering  the  same, 
you  rejected  the  claim  of  the  State  to  some  5,000  acres  and  approved  to 
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it  37,742.67  acres;  about  16,000  acres  were  also  reported  by  tbese  agents 
as  swampy  in  character,  but  you  did  not  approve  them  to  the  State  be- 
cause of  the  claim  of  settlers  on  whose  claiIn^  you  ordered  hearings  to 
determine  the  character  of  said  lands. 

The  tracts  in  question  were  included  in  the  5,000  acres,  the  Statels 
claim  to  which,  was  rejected  by  you.  It  did  not  appeal,  neither  did 
Applegate,  its  transferee,  but  the  State  attempted  to  appeal  ^m 
your  order  directing  hearings  to  determine  the  character  of  the  16,000 
acres  claimed  by  settlers.  You  rejected  its  application  to  appeal  and  it 
and  the  grantees  brought  the  matter  before  the  Department  on  a  writ 
of  certiorari. 

The  writ  was  granted  as  prayed  for  (12  L.  D.,  64)  and  the  record  was 
transmitted  to  this  Department. 

On  September  10, 1891,  your  order  directing  hearings  on  the  appli- 
cations of  alleged  settlers  as  to  the  16,000  acres  was  revoked  by  the 
Department  (13  L.  D.,  269). 

It  was  stated  in  said  decision  that, 

Since  the  papers  in  this  case  were  transmitted  to  this  Department,  application  has 
been  filed  here,  in  behalf  of  L.  B.  Applegate,  claiming  as  assignee  of  the  State,  fora 
re-examination  of  certain  lands,  in  respect  to  which,  under  the  report  of  the  special 
agents,  yon  have  rejected  the  claim  of  the  State.  For  the  reasons  heretofore  stated, 
as  to  the  other  contestants,  I  must  deny  the  hearing  asked  for  in  behalf  of  Mr. 
Applegate. 

Said  Applegate  filed  a  motion  for  a  review  of  said  decision  and  on 
January  16, 1892,  after  considering  the  motion  (Press-Copy  Book  Na 
233,  P.  382)  it  was  denied,  but  it  was  held  that  Applegate  was  entitled 
to  notice  of  your  judgment  rejecting  the  claim  of  the  State  to  the  land 
claimed  by  him  because  of  the  fact  that  prior  to  that  time  he  had 
placed  on  file  in  your  office,  notice  of  his  claim.  You  were  accordingly 
directed  to  serve  him  with  a  notice  of  your  judgment  and  allow  him 
to  appeal  therefrom.  He  has  appealed  from  your  judgment  to  this 
Department,  alleging  errors  numbered  from  1  to  13  inclusive. 

In  substance  he  alleges  that  notice  of  his  ownership  of  these  tracts 
was  on  file  in  your  office  in  1887,  and  since  that  time,  and  that  he  was 
entitled  to  notice  of  departmental  decision  of  December  27, 1888,  (7  L. 
D.,  672)  revoking  and  cancelling  the  certification  made  on  September 
16, 1882,  to  said  State  and  that  had  he  received  such  notice  he  should 
have  appeared  before  Agents  Armington  and  Koe  and  fiiruished  evi- 
dence to  prove  that  the  tracts  claimed  by  him  were  swamp  lands  in  1860, 
and  that  they  had  been  reclaimed  by  him  since  his  purchase  thereof 
by  the  State.    It  is  asserted  in  his  assignment  of  errors  that  your 
judgment  is  incorrect  for  numerous  other  reasons;  these  alleged  errors 
have  been  considered  and  it  is  found  that  you  committed  no  error  un- 
less it  be  the  one  above  assigned.    It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  the 
tracts  in  question  have  been  three  times  examined  by  agents  in  the 
field  since  the  selection  of  list  five  was  made  by  the  State. 
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They  were  reported  as  being  swamp  in  cliaracter  by  the  first  agent 
who  examined  them.  The  second  agent,  Charles  Shackleford,  reported 
in  1887,  that  the  two  first  described  tracts  were  "dry  grass  land. 
Ditch  at  the  end  of  valley  has  reclaimed  these  tracts."  As  to  the  third 
tract  described  he  says,  "  This  tract  all  nnder  water  June  16, 1887, 
bears  tales  and  swamp  grasses,  miry  and  inaccessible  on  account  of 
water."  As  to  the  remaining  tracts,  he  says:  "These  tracts  similar  to 
the  last  described.  All  in  one  common  basin  with  no  outlet  for  the 
water,  which  comes  from  surrounding  hills  at  break  of  winter  and  floods 
the  basin  until  the  last  of  June  or  middle  of  July." 

In  October,  1889,  Special  Agents  Armington  and  Boe  examined  the 
tracts  and  report  as  to  the  K  W.  ^  of  the  S.W.  ^  of  Section  17,  which  is 
the  first  tract  described  herein,  that,  "  Grasses  of  various  kinds  grow 
on  all  this  selection.  It  is  situated  in  Meadow  Lake,  a  basin  in  the 
mountains  without  any  natural  outlet.  It  overflows  in  early  spring 
firom  small  mountain  streams,  but  recedes  in  time  to  allow  a  crop  of 
hay  to  be  cut.    Dry." 

As  to  the  remaining  tracts,  under  date  of  October  28, 1889,  they  re- 
port them  as  "  dry  ".  With  the  two  first  reports  before  you,  you  placed 
the  tracts  in  question  in  the  doubtful  list  to  be  re-examined  by  the  last 
two  agents  named. 

By  the  decision  of  this  Department  of  December  27, 1888,  7  L.  D., 
672,  you  were  directed  to  detail  two  trustworthy  agents,  to  carefully 
and  thoroughly  examine  these  tracts  with  a  view  to  determining  their 
true  condition  at  the  date  of  the  granting  act,  1860. 

In  making  this  examination  you  were  directed  to  give  to  the  State 
and  her  grantees  an  opportunity  to  be  represented  in  accordance  with 
the  usage  on  that  subject. 

In  1887  L.  B.  Applegate  filed  in  your  office,  a  notice  of  his  claim  to 
this  land,  describing  it  and  stating  that  he  held  title  by  purchase  from 
the  State  of  Oregon.  With  this  notice  thus  filed  he  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive a  notice  of  the  time  when  his  land  should  be  examined  by  the 
special  agents,  in  order  that  he  might  be  afforded  an  opportunity  as 
contemplated  by  the  decision  to  show  that  the  lands  claimed  by  him 
were  swamp  in  character  in  1860,  and  that  their  dry  condition  in  1889, 
was  due  to  the  fe^t  that  he  had  reclaimed  said  land  from  its  swampy 
condition. 

In  the  record  are  found  a  number  of  affidavits  from  people  who  as- 
sert that  they  are  well  acquainted  with  the  land  and  have  been  since 
1865,  and  that  the  land  originaUy  was  swamp  land,  but  that  it  had  been 
reclaimed  by  the  efforts  and  labor  of  Applegate. 

Having  received  no  notice  as  contemplated  by  the  departmental  dcy- 
eision  of  December  27, 1888,  he  should  now  be  accorded  the  right  to 
prove,  if  he  can,  the  condition  of  the  land  prior  to  his  reclamation 
thereof* 

You  will  therefore  direct  the  register  and  receiver,  after  giving  due 
14661— VOL  14 33 
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notice  to  Applegate,  to  fix  a  day  for  a  hearing  at  which  he  may  have 
an  opportunity  to  submit  proof  tending  to  show  that  said  tracts  were 
originally  swamp  in  character.  You  will  also  detail  a  special  agent  o^ 
office  to  attend  said  hearing  and  represent  the  goverument 

After  said  evidence  is  received  the  local  ofiicerswill  forward  the  same 
to  you,  together  with  their  opinion  thereon;  thereupon  you  will  abjudi- 
cate the  case.  The  papers  in  the  case  are  herewith  returned,  and  your 
judgment,  in  so  far  as  it  rejected  the  claim  of  the  State^  to  the  tracts 
claimed  by  Applegate,  is  modified. 


KBSEBTOIB  SITE— WITHDRAWAL- ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1891. 

George  A.  Oram. 

The  protection  provided  for  settlement  claims  by  section  IT,  act  of  March  3, 189I|  u 
against  the  location  of  reservoir  sites  extends  only  to  lands  occupied  by  actual 
settlers  at  the  date  of  snch  location. 

Mrst  Assistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Chneral 

La/nd  Office^  May  16y  189Z. 

On  the  8th  day  of  July,  1890,  George  A.  Oram  made  homestead  entry 
for  the  SWi  of  the  NEi,  the  SBi  of  the  WN^^  the  IfEJ  of  the  SW^ 
and  the  NW^  of  the  SE^  of  Sec.  9,  T.  14  'S.j  B.  13  E.,  Helena  land  dis- 
trict, Montana,  alleging  settlement  on  the  10th  day  of  June  of  that 
year. 

On  the  17th  of  November,  1890,  yon  advised  the  local  offlceirs  that  the 
land  embraced  in  said  homestead  entry  had  been  selected  as  a  site  for 
an  irrigating  reservoir,  and  withdrawn  from  entry  or  filing  by  Secre- 
tary's order  of  March  13, 1890,  and  instructed  them  to  notify  the  claim- 
ant  of  the  condition  of  his  entry,  and  that  it  was  held  for  cancellatioD, 
subject  to  his  right  of  appeaL 

Hie  case  is  brought  to  the  Department  by  an  appeal  from  your  de- 
cision, in  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  land  was  not  withdrawn  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888 ;  that  said  lands  were 
not  selected  as  a  site  for  a  reservoir  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  said  a<2t;  that  said  lands  could  not  be  withdrawn  fjrom  setHement 
prior  to  being  selected  or  designated  by  a  United  States  survey  for 
reservoir  purposes,  and  that  no  such  survey  was  made  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  the  Secretary's  order;  that  your  holding  of  said  entry  for 
cancellation  was  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  30, 
1890;  and  that  said  entry  came  within  the  provisions  of  the  last  named 
act,  the  reservation  not  having  been  made  in  accordance  with  the  act 
of  October  2, 188& 

The  act  reserving  lands  for  reservoirs,  canals,  ditches,  etc,  for  irri- 
gation purposes,  passed  October  2, 1888  (26  Stat|  526),  reserved  from 
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sale  as  the  property  of  the  United  States,  all  such  lands  as  should  there- 
after be  designated  or  selected  for  such  purposes,  until  further  pro- 
vided by  law. 

The  act  of  Congress,  approved  August  30, 1890,  (26  Stat,  391),  re- 
pealed so  much  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1888,  as  provided  for  the  with- 
drawal of  the  public  lands  firom  entry,  occupation,  and  settlement,  and 
allowed  settlement  and  entries  to  be  made  upon  said  lands  <^in  the  same 
manner  as  if  said  law  had  not  been  enacted,"  adding  however, "  Except 
that  reservoir  sites  heretofore  located  or  selected  shall  remain  segre- 
gated and  reserved  from  entry  or  settlement  as  provided  by  said  act, 
unto  otherwise  provided  by  law.^ 

On  the  8th  of  January,  1890,  reservoir  site  number  36,  was  selected. 
This  site  embraced  the  land  in  question.  On  the  13th  of  March,  1890, 
an  order  was  issued  from  this  Department,  recommending  that  all  pub- 
lic lands  within  the  limits  of  sections  1  to  24,  township  14  K.,  range  13 
E.,  be  withdrawn  as  provided  by  the  act  of  October  2, 1888.  In  a  letter 
dated  July  8, 1890,  you  sent  a  copy  of  that  order  to  the  local  officers  at 
Helena,  and  instructed  them  to  suspend  from  all  manner  of  disposal  the 
lands  enumerated  in  said  list,  until  farther  advised  by  your  ofBce.  On 
the  17th  of  November,  1891,  you  restored  all  the  lands  in  section  9  to 
the  public  domain,  except  the  lands  covered  by  the  homestead  entry  of 
Gram. 

Section  17  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  (26  Stat,  1096),  entitled  "An 
act  to  repeal  timber  culture  laws  and  for  other  purposes,"  provides : 

That  reserrolr  sites  located  or  selected  and  to  be  located  and  selected  under  the 
previsions  of  the  act  of  October  2, 1S8S,  and  amendments  thereto,  shall  be  restricted 
to  and  shall  contain  only  so  mnch  land  as  is  actaaUy  necessary  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  reseryoixs,  excluding  so  far  as  practicable  lands  occupied  by  actual 
settlers  at  the  date  of  the  location  of  said  reservoirs. 

Oram  was  not  an  actual  settler  upon  the  land  for  which  he  made  en- 
try, at  the  date  of  the  location  of  reservoir  site  number  thirty-six,  nor 
until  several  months  thereafter.  He  is  not,  therefore,  included  in  the 
list  of  persons  enumerated  in  section  seventeen  of  the  act  of  1891,  just 
quoted,  while  in  addition  to  this  &cty  the  lands  embraced  in  his  entry 
are  ^<  actually  necessary  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  reser- 
voir'' number  thirty-six,  in  the  Helena,  Montana,  district,  according  to 
your  letter  of  March  29, 1392,  with  which  you  transmitted  to  the  De- 
partment a  list  of  such  necessary  lands. 

The  selection  having  been  made  in  conformity  with  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress, the  Department  is  without  authority  to  afford  relief  to  i>ersona 
who  made  entries  and  filings  upon  land  which  was  selected  for  reser- 
voirs, canals,  ditches,  etc.,  for  irrigation  purposes  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  October  2, 1888,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of  any  act  modify- 
ing its  provisions.  This  includes  the  case  of  Oram,  and  the  decision 
appealed  firom  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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BESEBTOIB  SITE— TJN8U K VE  Y  ED  LAND. 

Bio  Colobado  Besebyoib. 

A  survey  of  A  reseiYoir  site  on  nnsiiryeyed  land  should  be  so  conneoted  with  the  gov- 
ernment surveys,  or  if  that  be  impossible,  with  some  well  defined  natural  mona- 
ment,  that  it  may  be  accnrately  and  readily  looated,  and  that  notice  of  such 
location  may  be  given  the  public. 

Mnt  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Director  of  the  Oeological  Sur* 

veyy  May  16^  1892. 

The  lands  designated  by  you  as  necessary  for  reservoir  site  Ko.  9  (Bio 
Colorado)  Kew  Mexico,  are  all  imsnryeyed,  and  since  you  have  not  con- 
nected the  snrvey  of  tiiis  site  with  any  comer  of  the  public  surveys  or 
-with  any  established  or  natural  monument,  and  have  not  given  even  the 
courses  and  distances  of  the  boundary  lines  of  said  site,  it  is  impossible 
from  the  information  afforded  by  the  plat  you  have  submitted  to  make 
such  notations  on  the  records  of  the  General  Land  Office  or  of  the  local 
land  office  as  would  give  intending  settlers  upon  the  public  lands  in  that 
neighborhood  notice  of  what  land  has  been  selected  for  the  purposes  of 
said  site.  Where  a  reservoir  site  is  upon  unsurveyed  land  the  survey 
thereof  should  be  so  connected  with  the  government  surveys,  or  if  that 
be  impossible,  with  some  well  defined  natural  monument  as  that  it  may 
be  accurately  and  readily  located,  and  that  notice  of  such  location  may 
be  given  the  public.  In  such  cases  too  field  notes  of  the  survey  giving 
the  courses  and  distances  of  the  boundary  lines  of  the  site  should  accom- 
pany the  plat.  On  account  of  the  impossibility  of  determining  what 
land  is  included  within  your  selection  in  this  instance,  I  herewith  re- 
turn the  plat  heretofore  submitted,  together  with  the  report  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  so  that  you  may  cause  the  fietcts 
herein,  and  by  the  Commissioner's  report,  indicated  as  necessary  in  the 
premises  to  be  supplied. 


PBOGEKDIXGS  OK  FIXAIi  PROOF— MSANB3SBED  IJLKX. 

BOOBD  t^.  GiBTMAK. 

One  who  ofTen  final  proof  In  the  presence  of  an  adverse  claim  must  abide  the  result 

of  snch  proceedings. 
Ownership  of  an  adjacent  tract  is  essential  to  the  right  of  adjoining  fiffm  entry. 
A  purchaser  of  meandered  land  lying  on  the  border  of  a  lake  takes  title  to  the  short 

line  of  the  lake. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerat 

Land  Offlce,  May  13j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Henry  A.  Boord  v.  John  W.  D.  Girt* 
man  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  your  decision  of  September  6, 1880, 
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dismissing  Ms  contest  against  the  homestead  entry  of  the  latter  for  lot 
Kg.  3,  Sec.  19,  T.  21  S.,  B.  28  E.  Gainesville,  Florida,  land  district 

The  history  of  the  case  is  somewhat  peculiar,  but  it  is  necessary  to 
an  understanding  of  the  controversy.  This  land  was  surveyed  in  1848, 
the  survey  being  approved  May  15,  of  that  year.  The  ofBcial  plat  and 
field  notes  show  that  Lake  Apopka  covers  the  western  side  of  this  seo> 
tion  firom  north  to  south,  cutting  off  about  two  hundred  acres  of  it. 

The  north  and  south  lines  of  the  section  were  run  from  the  north-east 
and  south-east  comers  of  the  section  to  the  lake  shore.  The  surveyor 
represented  that  he  had  run  a  meander  line  along  the  shore,  and  he 
gives  the  '^  field  notes  of  meander  of  Apopka  Lake,  beginning  atmeander 
post  on  west  boundary  of  section  seven  •  •  •  •  to  meander  post  on 
8.  boundary  of  s.  18  (thence)  S.  6  W.  20  (chs.)  to  point  S.  8  30  E.  61  to 
post  on  S.  boundary  S.  19."  He  notes  the  north  line  as  58.06  chs.  long 
from  NE.  comer  and  the  south  line  as  49.85  chains  from  BE.  comer. 
Half  section  comers  are  noted  on  the  north  and  south  lines  forty  chains 
from  the  north  and  south  comers.  The  plat  filed  and  approved  shows 
that  the  shore  line  of  the  lake  comes  to  the  meander  line  as  run,  and 
the  parcel  of  land  lying  between  the  middle  line  of  the  section  and  the 
shore  line  of  the  lake  was  divided  by  an  east  and  west  line  tcom  the 
center  of  the  section  to  the  meander  line,  thus  dividing  it  into  two  lots, 
the  north  one  containing  seventy-three  acres,  being  numbered  ^^  one,'' 
the  south  containing  57.68  acres,  being  numbered  ^^two.'' 

These  lots  were  selected  by  the  State  of  Florida  under  the  act  of 
September  14, 1841  (5  Stat.,  453)  which  selection  was  approved  April 
15, 1851  on  list  ^^A."  By  an  act  of  the  State  legislature  entitled  <<  An 
act  to  facilitate  the  construction  of  the  St.  Johns  and  Indian  Biver 
Oanal,"  approved  July  1, 1857,  these  lots«  with  other  lands,  were  trans- 
ferred to  the  commissioners  of  said  canal,  and  in  1860,  were  by  them 
sold  and  transferred  to  one  Si)eer,  who  also  by  like  purchase,  became 
the  owner  of  the  SW.  i  of  imj  and  WJ  of  SBJ  of  said  section. 

It  appears  from  the  records  and  affidavits  before  me  that  Speer  divided 
these  tracts  owned  by  him  into  lots  extending  from  the  middle  line  of 
the  E^  of  the  section  to  the  west  line  of  lots  1  and  2  on  the  lake  shore, 
and  sold  them  to  sundry  persons. 

It  appears  that  in  1885,  one  Cummins  owned  forty-six  acres  being 
13.42  chains  wide  north  and  south  lying  immediately  south  of  the  north 
line  of  lot  Ko.  2;  south  of  this  the  wife  of  Girtman  owned  a  lot  of  the 
same  size;  next  on  the  south,  Mrs.  Jones  owned  thirty  acres,  and  south 
of  this  tract  J.  N.  Johnson  owned  thirty  acres;  while  north  of  Gum- 
mins'  tract  Daniel  Hackney  owned  thirty-seven  acres,  and  still  north 
McLeod  owned  twelve  acres,  and  all  of  these  occupants  had  controlled 
and  cultivated  the  land  down  to  the  shore  line  of  the  lake,  their  orange 
groves  and  banana  fields  rendering  the  land  very  valuable. 

It  appears  that  prior  to  1885,  a  settler  buUt  a  hut  on  the  land  lying 
between  the  line  run  as  a  ^^ meander  line"  and  the  shore  hue  of  the 
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lake,  and  claimed  that  the  several  tracts  owned  by  the  persons  named, 
stopped  at  the  said  meander  line,  and  that  the  parcel  along  the  lake 
Bhore  west  of  said  line  was  public  land  open  to  settlement.  It  is  stated 
that  this  settler  was  persuaded  to  go  away,  and  thereupon  the  several 
occupants,  Girtman  and  his  wife  joining  tlierein,  applied  totheCommis- 
sioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  to  have  said  parcel  of  land  surveyed  that 
they  might  secure  title  to  the  parts  thereof  lying  between  their  deeded 
land  and  the  lake,  and  such  proceedings  were  had  thereon  that  on 
March  12, 1885,  Secretary  Lamar  considering  the  exhibits  and  evidence 
before  him  found  that  these  lands  were  ^<  erroneously  omitted  in  the 
original  survey.  ♦  .  .  That  they  are  timbered  and  of  such  elevation 
as  to  preclude  the  possibility  of  their  having  been  covered  with  water 
at  the  date  of  the  original  survey,"  and  upon  the  recommendation  of 
Gommissioner  McFarland,  he  was  authorized  to  direct  a  resurvey  ^'to 
embrace  the  tracts  referred  to."  These  tracts  were  in  sections  7, 18, 
19  and  ao. 

Survey  was  accordingly  made  and  approved,  which  showed  that 
there  was  a  strip  of  land  bounded  on  the  east  by  a  straight  line*  about 
fifty-seven  chains  in  length,  and  on  the  north,  west  and  south  by  an 
arc  of  a  circle  quite  regular  in  its  form,  the  lot  containing  20.71  acres. 
This  was  numbered  lot  3.    It  occurred  to  the  occupants  of  this  land 
that  the  State  of  Florida  might  claim  the  land  under  a  swamp  land 
grant  to  her,  and  they  thereupon  entered  into  an  arrangement,  Girtman 
and  his  wife  joining,  to  have  Johnson  contest  the  right  of  the  State, 
and  proceedings  were  initiated  for  this  purx>ose.    The  State  made  no 
claim  but  allowed  the  contest  to  go  by  default,  and  upon  the  decision 
by  the  register  and  receiver  against  it,  took  no  appeal.    It  appears  that 
the  occupants  then  agreed  with  McLeod  by  which  agreement  he  was  to 
homestead  the  lot,  and  upon  securing  patent,  to  deed  to  each  according 
to  their  former  possession  and  cultivation,  but  this  could  not  be  doDe, 
and  it  is  alleged  upon  the  oaths  of  the  several  occupants,  but  denied  by 
Girtman,  that  he  agreed  to  make  an  adjoining  farm  homestead  entiy 
for  the  land,  the  occupants  to  pay  the  expense,  and  upon  patent  being 
issued,  he  was  to  deed  to  them  as  McLeod  had  agreed  to  do,  and  that 
they  did  actually  contribute  to  the  expenses.    After  his  adjoining  farm 
entry  was  made,  he  notified  the  occupants  to  keep  off  the  grounds,  and 
at  proper  season  began  gathering  the  oranges  and  bananas.    The  occu- 
pants resisted  this  and  insisted  on  gathering  their  own  fruit.    Girtman 
brought  suit  in  a  State  court  in  Orange  county  and  obtained  a  tempo- 
rary injunction  against  them,  but  on  appeal  this  was  dissolved.    There- 
upon, the  occupants  brought  suit  in  the  United  States  district  court  for 
the  northern  district  of  Florida,  and  procured  against  Girtman  a  per- 
petual injunction  and  a  decree  holding  his  entry  nuU  and  void.    In  the 
meantime,  Boord  had  bought  Cummins'  land  and  begun  a  contest  pro- 
ceeding against  Girtman's  entry,  but  Girtman  gave  notice  of  intention 
to  make  final  proof  on  April  8, 1890  before  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  coort 
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of  Orange  county,  Florida.  Boord  appeared  at  the  time  and  filed  a. 
protest  against  the  entry,  and  after  Girtman  had  submitted  his  own  tes^ 
timony  he  was  cross-examined  by  Boord's  attorney,  when  it  appeared 
that  he  was  not  the  owner  of  any  land,  and  that  his  affidavit  made  to 
secure  the  entry  was  false.  The  crossexamination  developed  such  a 
state  of  facts  that  the  clerk  in  his  report  and  supplemental  report  to 
the  local  of&cers  says : 

Mr.  Girtman  became  angry,  seized  the  papeis  containing  his  eyidenee  and  tore 
Miem  np— the  evidence  on  hia  oioes^ezamination  being  in  Mr.  Bryan's  hands  was  not 
destroyed. 

Oirtman,  it  appears,  went  away,  and  although  the  case  was  continued 
fh)m  day  to  day  for  several  days,  he  did  not  return  to  complete  his 
proof,  but  afterwards  appeared  and  asked  to  be  allowed  to  abandon 
his  a^oining  fieirm  entry  and  make  homestead  entry  for  the  lot.  He 
itled  an  affidavit  April  16,  in  which  he  says,  among  other  things,  that 
<<  seven  years  ago  he  found  a  pieceof  valuable,  wild  and  unsurveyed 
land  now  known  as  lot  Ko.  3."  He  speaks  of  the  improvements  on  the 
lot,  some  of  which  he  claims  to  have  jplaced  there;  recites  a  history  of 
his  eSoTt  to  secure  the  lot  by  an  adjoining  form  entry,  and  says  it  was 
an  error.  He  asks  that  his  entry  be  canceled,  and  that  he  be  allowed 
to  make  a  regular  homestead  entry  nwne  pro  time.  He  states  under 
oath  that  ^^  affiant  never  attempted  to  make  any  proof  whatever  of  his 
oitry  before  the  clerk,  and  there  is  no  entry  to  contest  as  he  claims 
nothing  under  it,"  etc.  In  this  affidavit  he  describes  his  wife's  land  as 
46.96  acres  beginning  at  a  point  13.42  chains  south  of  north-east  comer 
of  l!fW.  J  of  SB.  i  of  Sec.  19,  T.  21,  B.  18,  running  thence  south  13.42 
chains,  thence  west  35.42  chains  to  the  old  meanderings  of  Lake  Apopka^ 
thence  north  to  a  point  opposite  the  initial  point,  thence  east  thirty- 
seven  chains  to  the  beginning.  Upon  this  affidavit  you  held  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  take  any  action;  that  an  adjoining  farm  entry  and 
an  ordinary  homestead  were  essentially  the  same,  except  that  the  lat- 
ter required  residence  on  the  land,  and  you  said  as  he  has  yet  sufficient 
time  in  which  to  establish  residence,  he  may  do  so  and  complete  his 
entry  as  a  homestead,  and  you  directed  the  dismissal  of  the  contest  as 
the  allegation  in  the  affidavit  could  not  affect  a  homestead  entry.  From 
this  action  Boord  apx>ealed. 

While  the  case  was  pending  before  you,  Hackney,  administrator  ot 
D.  Hackney,  deceased,  Jones,  Johnson  and  the  other  occupants  applied 
to  be  allowed  to  intervene,  setting  forth  fully  a  statement  of  the  case 
and  their  occupancy  of  and  improvement  of  said  lots.  They  say  inter 
alia : 

Tonx  petitioners  and  their  grantors  have  heen  the  owners  of  said  lots  1  and  2  of 
said  section  and  have  heen  in  possession  thereof  for  the  past  twenty  years,  aud  that 
lot  S  is  really  part  of  said  lots  1  and  2  and  that  yonr  petitioners  and  said  Girtman 
have  been  in  possession  of  said  lot  3  either  personally  or  hy  their  grantors  for  over 
twenty  years  last  past,  and  that  said  lot  three  has  heen  cultivated  aud  improved  by 
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your  petitioneis  for  the  past  ten  or  twelre  yean;  that  said  lot  is  wholly  imptoved; 
that  it  has  valuable  basiaiia  orchards  and  orange  groyee  in  fall  bearing  thereof,  and 
la  at  the  present  time  of  the  valae  of  from  $15,000  to  $20,000. 

They  redte  a  fiill  histoiy  of  the  transactions  connected  therewith 
which  it  is  nnnecessaiy  to  refer  to  ftartfaer.  Yon  retomed  this  paper  that 
service  might  be  made  on  the  adverse  parties,  which  appears  to  have 
been  done. 

Yon  say  in  yonr  decision  that  <^  Oirtman  declined  to  submit  his  proof^ 
but  filed  in  yonr  (the  local)  office  his  petition  requesting  the  cancella- 
tion of  his  adjoining  farm  entry,"  etc.  The  fact,  howev^,  is-  that  he 
went  to  the  office  with  his  witnesses  and  was  himself  sworn,  and  the 
derk  certified  that  after  explaining  to  Girtman  and  his  witnesses  the 
statute  relating  to  perjury,  he  asked  Girtman  the  several  printed  ques- 
tions in  the  form,  all  of  which  he  answered,  and  it  was  not  until  the 
cross-examination  developed  the  falsehood  of  his  statements  that  he 
declined  farther  to  submit  his  proot 

An  entryman  can  not  be  allowed  to  trifle  in  this  way.  The  fact  that 
he  tore  up  the  papers  and  makes  oath  that  he  ^^  never  attempted  to 
make  any  proof  whatever  of  his  entry  before  the  clerk  "  does  not  alter 
the  case,  nor  change  the  feu^ts.  His  cross-examination  signed  by  him- 
self is  before  me.  He  attempted  to  make  proof  in  the  &ce  of  an  ad- 
verse claimant  to  a  portion  of  the  land,  and  he  must  stand  or  taH  by  it 
But  for  the  contest  and  protest  of  Boord,  it  is  very  probable  the  proof 
would  have  been  made  so  complete  that  the  local  officers  and  your  office 
would  have  allowed  it. 

Girtman's  additional  £Eurm  entry  was  fraudulent  when  made,  and  an 
affidavit  before  me  alleges  that  he  well  knew  the  land  belonged  to  his 
wife;  that  he  had  so  claimed  to  avoid  certain  judgments  in  a  court  of 
record,  and  not  only  so,  but  that  when  he  took  her  deed  to  the  local 
office  to  make  entry,  he  successftilly  secreted  the  christian  name  of  his 
wife  in  the  deed  and  deceived  the  register  and  receiver.  The  entry 
will  be  canceled.  This  leaves  the  land  in  controversy  firee  from 
claim  except  the  several  claims  of  the  occupants  of  the  several 
parcels  of  lot  3  and  of  Boord's  preference  right  of  entry.  I  am 
satisfied  that  there  was  no  line  traced  on  the  ground  as  represented  in 
the  survey  of  1848.  The  lake  shore  was  the  only  marked  or  known 
line,  and  the  line  called  a  ^<  meander  line  was  simply  drawn  on  the 
paper.  An  inspection  of  the  two  surveys,  the  latter  of  which  is  undis- 
puted, shows  that  if  the  former  line  was  run  as  noted,  the  lake  shore 
has  changed  by  accretion  along  the  southern  part  of  the  section,  and 
very  materially  changed  by  erosion  at  the  northern  part.  First,  start- 
ing at  a  point  58.06  chains  west  of  the  northeast  corner  of  the  section 
and  running  S.  5^  E^  20  chains  would  throw  the  ^'  point"  mentioned  in 
the  survey  of  1848  about  eight  chains  in  the  lake,  west  from  the  shore 
line  opposite  that  point;  secondly,  had  that  ^' point"  been  on  the  shore 
in  1848,  the  line  running  thence  S.  8^  30'  E.  61  chains  would  end  in  the 


DECISIONS  BELATIKQ  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS.  521 

margin  of  the  lake  a  few  links  west  of  the  present  shore  line  according 
to  the  meander  post  set  by  the  sorveyor  in  1885.  I^ot  only  is  this  true, 
but  according  to  the  description  of  Mrs.  Girtman's  strip  of  land,  the 
south-west  comer  lies  about  3.60  chains  west  of  where  said  ^'old  mean- 
der line"  would  have  run,  and  the  north-west  comer  over  three  chains 
west  of  said  line.  The  date  of  this  deed  is  not  given,  but  the  west 
line  is  '^  the  old  meanderings  of  the  margin  of  Lake  Apopka,  and  being 
the  west  line  of  lot  2,"  etc. 

Thi9  evidence  was  introduced  by  Girtman.  While  it  is  true  that  this 
land  lies  high  and  bears  timber,  it  appears  from  all  the  evidence  in  the 
case  that  there  has  been  some  accretion  sdong  the  southern  line,  and 
jsome  erosion  at  the  north  part.  It  is  apparent  that  the  shore  line  has 
been  considered  the  same  as  the  meander  line,  and  the  lands  have  been 
occupied  and  bought  and  sold  with  the  understanding  that  the  lake 
shore  was  the  west  line  of  the  several  tracts. 

It  was  said  in  Railroad  Go.  v.  Schurmeir  (7  Wall.,  272)  and  quoted  in 
Hardin  v.  Jordon  (140  U.  S.,  371) 

In  preparing  the  official  plat  firom  the  field  notes,  the  meander  line  ib  represented  as 
.the  border  line  of  the  stream,'  and  shows  to  a  demonstration  that  the  water  oourae  and 
not  the  meander  line,  as  actually  run  on  the  land,  is  the  boundary. 

In  the  case  of  James  H.  May  (3  L.  D.,  200)  it  was  said : 

It  is  not  dear  whether  Lake  Union  is  a  navigable  body  of  water  or  not,  bat  this 
fact,  in  my  opinion,  can  make  no  difference  as  the  rip  arian  owners  in  either  ease 
wonld  take  to  the  water's  edge  if  no  farther.  Coansel  for  the  intervenors  insist  that 
nnder  the  patents  issued  to  them  for  the  adjacent  lands,  they  own  aU  lands  lying 
between  the  goyemment  meander  line  and  the  water.  In  this  yiew  of  the  law,  I 
concur. 

In  the  case  of  Beuben  Bichardson  (11  0.  L.  O.,  284),  Secretary  Teller 
said: 

The  granta  made  by  the  goyemment  of  the  lands  lying  on  the  lake  are  not  limited 
by  the  meander  line,  but  extend  at  least  to  the  permanent  waters  of  the  lake. 

I  am,  therefore,  on  a  full  consideration  of  this  case,  satisfied  that 
neither  in  law  nor  equity  can  the  government  claim  this  land  and  re- 
sell and  convey  it.  For  over  twenty  years,  it  has  been  occupied  and 
cultivated  by  the  various  owners  under  the  belief  that  they  owned  to 
the  water's  edge.  The  parcels  now  in  controversy  have  become  valua- 
ble by  the  labor  and  money  of  the  occupants  under  their  several  con- 
tracts of  purchase  firom  time  to  time,  and  whether  the  excess  in  lot  2 
has  been  made  by  accretions,  and  the  deficiencies  in  lot  1  have  been 
made  by  erosion,  can  not  be  now  determined.  If  the  government  sur- 
vey and  plat  of  1848  was  at  all  correct,  this  must  have  occurred.  Prob- 
ably a  i)ortion  of  it  did  so  occur,  but  in  any  event  when  the  government 
ceded  the  land  to  Florida,  and  the  State  sold  it  to  Speer,  he  had  a 
right  to  rely  upon  the  official  plat  and  survey,  and  if  there  was  an  error 
in  the  amount  of  land,  it  was  so  small  as  not  to  be  easily  detected,  and 
the  mistake  was  in  no  way  occasioned  by  the  purchasers  who  have 
from  time  to  time  purchased  and  cultivated  the  land  in  good  faith.    I, 
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therefore,  find  that  by  the  law  as  well  as  the  equity  of  the  case,  that 
the  seTeral  purchasers  by  their  purchases  took  the  land  to  the  shore 
line  of  the  lake,  and  that  the  goyemment  has  no  land  betwen  said  pro- 
tended << meander  line''  and  the  lake  shore  to  sell  or  disix>se  ot 

Your  decision  is  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  entry  of  Girtman  will 
be  canceled. 


soiidnsbs'  abditiokaii  entbt-missoubi  homb  gttabd. 

Joseph  Bush  et  al. 

A  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry,  based  on  servioe  in  the  Missouri  Home 
Gnards,  may  he  confirmed  under  section  7,  act  of  March  8, 1891,  for  thebeoeflt  of 
a  lima  fide  ^JoehMct, 

Mrst  Assisto/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  May  16j  1892. 

I  haye  considered  the  appeal  by  B.  S.  Johnson,  transferee  of  Joseph 
Bnsh,  from  your  decision  of  May  19, 1891,  holding  for  cancelation  sol- 
dier's additional  homestead  entry  I^o.  4344,  final  certificate  Ko.  1564, 
made  March  30, 1881,  for  lot  No.  2,  Sec.  1,  T.  5  K,  R  6  W.^  lots  2  and 
8,  Sec.  24,  T.  10  N.,  R.  9  W.,  and  the  KB.  J  of  NW.  i.  Sec,  84,  T.  24  S., 
B.  8  B.,  in  the  name  of  Bnsh,  for  the  reason  that  the  military  seryice, 
on  account  of  which  the  right  to  make  the  entry  is  based,  was  per- 
formed in  the  Missouri  Home  Guards,  the  members  of  which  organiza- 
tion are  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  section  2306  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes. 

On  September  26, 1883,  Bl\{ah  S.  Johnson  made  affidavit  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  said  tract  through  purchase  from  Bush,  and  it  was  through 
his  appeal  that  the  case  is  now  brought  before  me. 

Your  decision  refused  to  confirm  this  entry  under  the  7th  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  for  the  reason  that  the  entey 
is  void  oft  initio. 

Said  section  provides  that — 

An  entriea  made  nnder  the  pre-emption,  homestead,  desert-land,  or  thnher-onltoie 
laws,  in  which  final  proof  and  payment  may  have  heen  made  and  certificates  issued, 
and  to  which  there  are  no  adverse  chtims  originating  prior  to  final  entry  and  which 
have  been  sold  or  incnmbered  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March,  eighteen  hnndred  and 
eighty-eight,  and  after  final  entry  to  bona  fide  purchasers,  or  incnmbranceis,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  shall,  unless  upon  an  investigation  by  a  goyemment  agent 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found,  be  confirmed  and  patented  upon 
presentation  of  satisfactory  proof  to  the  land  department  of  such  sale  or  incum- 
brance. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Samuel  G.  Coonsy  (14  L.  D.,  457), 
it  was  held  that  the  confirmatory  operation  of  section  7  of  the  act  <^ 
March  3, 1891  {supra)j  extends  to  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry, 
based  on  service  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guards.    No  fraud  has  been 
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£[>und  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser.  You  are  therefore  directed  to  call 
upon  the  transferee  to  furnish  proof  as  required  by  the  circular  of  May 
8, 1891  (12  L.  D.y  450),  and  upon  receipt  of  the  same  you  will  re-adjudi- 
cate the  case  in  the  light  of  the  above  decision. 


STTCCSSSFUL  COKTSSTANT— SCRIP  LOCATION-PBOSFEBEKCE  BIGHT. 

McGee  BT  AL  V.  Oetley  bt  al. 

The  snccessfnl  contestant  of  a  scrip  location  is  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry, 

if  qnalified  to  exercise  such  prxyilege. 
The  qnalifioations  of  the  applicant  must  appear  at  the  time  he  applies  to  ezeroiae  the 

preferred  right  of  entry  secured  by  a  successful  contest. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  May  16, 1892. 

In  1883  John  F.  McOeemadeapplicationforahomesteadentryforthe 
£.  i  otTS.  E.  i  section  34  T.  154  TS.  B.  64  W.  At  the  same  time  Sarah 
D.  Keys  applied  to  make  a  timber  culture  entry  for  the  W.  ^  of  said  TS. 
£.  1  of  said  section  ahd  Emmett  Orr  applied  to  make  a  homestead  entry 
for  the  S.  J  of  S.  W.  J  and  N.  B.J  of  S.  W.  Jof  section  35,  T.  164  N.E. 
64  W.,  and  George  H.  Stokes  applied  to  make  a  timber  culture  entry 
for  the  N.  W.  i  of  S.  W.  J  of  said  section  35. 

All  of  these  applications  were  made  at  the  Devils  Lake  land  office, 
Iforth  Dakota,  but  were  rejected  by  the  local  land  officers,  because 
each  of  said  tracts  applied  for  was  covered  by  the  location  of  certain 
Sioux  half  breed  script. 

Appeals  were  taken  by  all  of  said  applicants  and  upon  allegations 
made  by  them  a  hearing  was  duly  had  at  their  expense,  the  result  of 
which  was  that  all  of  said  scrip  locations  were  finally  canceled  by  the 
judgment  of  this  Department  of  February  18,  1889.  Thereupon  the 
applications  were  returned  to  you  for  appropriate  action  and  by  your 
letter  of  February  28, 1889,  you  promulgated  the  departmental  decision 
and  directed  the  register  and  receiver  to  allow  said  applications  as  of 
the  date  when  ofiered.  On  March  6, 1889,  the  local  land  officers  allowed 
John  F.  McGee  to  make  entry  for  the  B.  ^  of  N.  B.  J  of  section  34,  T. 
154  K.  E.  64  W.,  and  on  the  same  day  they  allowed  Orr  and  Stokes  to 
enter  the  respective  tracts  applied  for  by  them  but  no  entry  was  made 
by  Sarah  D.  Keys. 

On  February  21, 1889,  before  the  register  and  receiver  had  been  noti- 
fied of  the  decision  of  this  Department  of  February  18, 1889,  cancelling 
the  scrip  locations,  George  H.  Locke  applied  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  the  N.B.  4  of  said  section  34.  His  application  was  rejected  because 
of  the  scrip  locations. 

On  March  5, 1889,  he  renewed  his  application  but  it  was  rejected  on 
the  following  day  "  for  the  reason  that  land  is  covered  by  Hd.  2G00  of 
John  P.  McGee." 
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Locke  filed  an  appeal  poiportmg  to  be  taken  ftom  the  rq'ection  of 
February  21,  and  that  of  March  6,  but  as  the  appeal  was  not  taken  in 
time  from  the  first  order  of  rejection  it  was  considered  by  you  as  having 
been  taken  only  from  the  rejection  of  March  6, 1889.  On  March  18, 1889, 
Sarah  D.  Oifford,  formerly  Sarah  D.  Keys,  renewed  her  application  made 
in  1883,  for  the  W.^  of  the  K  E.^  of  section  34,  T.  154  l^.B.  64  W.,  which 
was  rejected  on  March  23d  following,  ^^  for  the  reason  that  applicant  is 
not  qualified  to  make  timber  culture  entry." 

On  the  same  day  George  J.  Juergens  was  allowed  to  enter  said  tract 
under  the  homestead  law. 

On  March  9, 1891,  you  considered  the  appeal  of  Locke,  holding  that 
the  local  l^id  officers  were  right  in  rejecting  his  application  and  that 
Mc0ee  was  entitled  to  the  preference  right  to  enter  the  E.  ^  of  the  liT. 
B.  i  of  said  section  and  that  his  entry  therefor  on  March  6,  1889, 
segregated  the  land.  You  also  stated  that,  as  to  the  W.  i  of  the  K.  E. 
i;  of  said  section,  also  claimed  by  Locke,  you  had  received  from  tlie 
attorney  of  Sarah  D.  Keys,  now  Mrs.  Sarah  D.  Oifford,  a  protest 
against  Juergens'  homestead  entry  and  claiming  as  the  contestant  of 
the  scrip  location,  a  preference  right  to  enter  the  land. 

You  also  held  that  /^  until  the  appeiJ  of  Locke  Is  finally  disposed  oi^ 
the  matter  of  disputed  claim  to  W.  i^  of  "S.  E.  4  of  said  section  34  as 
between  the  present  entryman  Juergens  and  the  claimant  Keys  aad 
possibly  Locke,  will  be  suspended." 

You  also  suspended  the  entries  of  McGee  and  Juergens. 

Locke  has  appealed  from  said  judgment  to  this  Department. 

On  March  11, 1891,  McGtee  relinquished  his  claim  to  the  E.  i  of  the 
K.  E.  1  of  section  34,  the  tract  entered  by  him  on  March  6, 1889.  This 
action  left  Locke  alone  the  claimant  of  said  tract  and  he  might  now  be 
allowed  to  enter  the  same  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  on  May  25, 1891, 
he  also  relinquished  any  claim  he  might  have  to  said  tract,  but  ex- 
pressly provided  in  said  relinquishment  that  he  still  claims  the  right  to 
enter  the  W.  J  of  the  K  E.  J  of  section  34,  the  tract  entered  by  Juergens 
and  claimed  by  Keys.  These  relinquishments  remove  from  the  contro- 
versy all  question  concerning  the  disposition  of  the  E.  i  of  the  K.  E.  { 
of  said  section  34.  The  scrip  location  for  the  W.  i  of  the  K.  E.  i  of 
section  34,  T.  154,  N.  B.  64  W.,  was  canceled,  as  we  have  seen,  on  Feb- 
ruary 18, 1889,  by  judgment  of  this  Department  and  Sarah  D.  Keys,  if 
qualified,  would  be  allowed  thirty  days  from  notice  thereof  in  which  to 
exercise  her  preference  right  of  entry.  The  application  of  Locke  made 
on  February  21, 1889,  would  then  be  subject  to  whatever  rights  she  may 
have  had  as  a  successful  contestant.  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  bat 
that  the  location  of  scrip  on  this  tract  was  in  the  nature  of  a  pre-emp- 
tion entry  and  that  after  successfully  contesting  the  validity  of  said  lo- 
cation and  procuring  its  cancellation,  at  her  expense.  Miss  Keys  was  en- 
titled to  a  preference  right  of  entry  under  the  law,  provided  always 
that  she  was  qualified  to  make  it. 
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The  fjBtct  of  her  being  qualified  to  make  entry  in  1883,  when  she  ap. 
plied  to  enter  the  tract  is  not  material  now  since  in  1889,  when  the  tract 
was  finally  cleared  from  the  scrip  locations,  and  when  for  the  first  time 
it  might  have  been  entered  by  her  she  is  fbond  not  qnsblified  by  reason 
of  her  marriage.  'So  entry  can  be  allowed  of  the  public  lands  unless 
two  conditions  meet.  One  is  that  the  land  be  subject  to  entry  and  the 
other  is  that  the  party  be  qualified  to  make  entry.  In  1883,  when  Miss 
Keys  applied  to  enter  the  tract  she  was  qualified  to  make  entry  but 
the  land  was  covered  by  scrip  location  and  was  not  then  subject  to  en- 
try; it  was  first  made  subject  to  entiry  in  1889,  when  said  locations  were 
canceled  by  competent  authority  and  at  that  time  Miss  Keys  was  a 
married  woman  and  hence  disqualified,  as  it  is  not  claimed  that  she  is 
the  head  of  a  fiunily.    Her  claim  to  enter  the  land  is  therefore  rejected. 

Locke  applied  for  .the  whole  of  the  K.  E.  ^  of  section  34  on  February 
21, 1889,  and  again  on  March  5, 1889. 

McGee  as  successfol  contestant  against  the  scrip  location  was  entitled 
to  a  preference  right  of  entry  for  the  E.  i  of  said  tract  and  Keys  as 
successful  contestant  was  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry  for  the 
W.  ^  thereof  but  as  Locke  was  the  first  applicant  for  the  tract  his 
entry  should  have  been  allowed  and  held  to  be  subject  to  the  rights  of 
McGee  and  Keys. 

Keys  waived  her  preference  right  of  entry  by  becoming  the  wife  of 
Oifford,  or  rather  by  so  doing  she  disqualified  herself  from  making  the 
entry,  hence  Locke  as  the  prior  applicant  is  entitled  to  make  entry  for 
the  W.  i  of  the  K  E.  J  of  Section  34,  T.  164  K  E.  64  W. 

You  will  therefore  reject  the  claim  of  Sarah  D.  Gifford  and  call  on 
Juergens  to  show  cause  within  sixty  days  why  his  entry  should  not  be 
canceled  and  the  application  of  Locke  to  enter  the  land  be  allowed. 

Your  judgment  is  accordingly  modified* 


BAILBOAB  GRANT- WrrHDBAWAI^INDBMKITT  SELXCTION-TOBXISIT- 

JTELB  Acrr. 

Hansb  v.  Nobthebn  Paoifio  B.  B.  Go. 

Landa  lesenred  nnder  withdrawal  on  general  ronte  for  the  benefit  of  the  Northern 

Pacifio  main  line  are  not  subject  to  selection  as  indemnity  for  lands  lost  along 

either  the  main  or  branch  line. 
The  rejection  of  a  homestead  application  for  lands  thus  withdrawn  does  not  preclude 

the  settler  from  making  entry  thereof  on  their  subsequent  restoration  by  the 

forfeiture  aot  of  September  29, 1890. 

AeHng  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  OommissUmer  of  the  General  Land 

Office^  Ma/y  16, 1892. 

This  record  presents  the  appeal  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Oompany  firom  your  decision  of  October  27, 1887,  in  the  case  of  John 
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Hanse  against  said  company,  involying  the  SE.^  of  Sec.  11,  T.  41ir., 
E.  15  B.,  Vancouver,  Washington. 
You  state  that — 

Said  tract  is  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  apon  the  filing  of  map  of  general 
route  of  the  main  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad,  held  to  have  become  effective 
August  13^  1870,  also  within  the  indemnity  limits,  as  defined  upon  the  map  filed  June 
29, 1883,  purporting  to  show  the  definite  location  of  the  branch  line  of  said  road 
opposite  this  tract. 

On  June  12, 1886,  Hanse,  alleging  a  bona  fide  settlement  ^^  commenced 
May  20,  1872,"  and  improvements  valued  at  $1500,  applied  to  make 
homestead  entry  for  the  land.  This  application  was  as  shown  by 
endorsement  rejected  at  the  local  office  for  the  reason  that  the  land  was 
withdrawn  as  stated  in  August,  1870,  and  for  the  further  reason  that 
it  was  May  18, 1885,  selected  as  indemnity  for  loss  along  the  company's 
branch  line  ^^  from  a  point  near  Ainsworth    ...    to  Yakima  City." 

Hanse  appealed,  and  reviewing  the  case  you  found  that  by  making 
said  indemnity  selection  the  company  abandoned  ^^  all  claim  as  to  this 
tract  under  thamain  line;"  that  its  daim  thereto  was  therefore  based 
upon  such  selection  and  that  Hanse  by  reason  of  his  prior  settlement 
and  improvement  had  the  better  right.  You  accordingly  held  the  com- 
pany's selection  for  cancellation  and  Hansons  aj^^^cation  for  approvaL 

The  company  appeals  from  this  action. 

When  it  filed  its  map  of  general  route,  the  land  within  the  primary 
limits  of  its  grant  became  withdrawn  from  settlement  and  entry  by 
operation  of  law.  Buttz  v.  Korthem  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (119 
U.  S.,  55) ;  Korthem  Pac.  v.  Vaughn  (6  L.  D.,  11). 

The  effect  of  this  withdrawal  was  to  hold  the  land  embraced  therein 
in  reserve  until  the  grant  acquired  precision  by  the  line  of  the  compa- 
ny's road  being,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  granting  act  of 
July  2, 1864  (13  Stat,  365),  <<  definitely  fixed  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office."  Being 
thus,  at  the  date  of  said  selection,  reserved  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
grant  sdong  its  main  line,  the  land  in  question  could  not,  as  a  matter  of 
•course,  be  properly  taken  by  the  company  as  indemuity  lands  lost  along 
either  main  or  branch  line.  Its  selection  of  the  same  was  therefore  im- 
properly allowed  and  must  accordingly  be  canceled. 

By  the  act  of  September  29, 1890  (26  Stat.,  496),  it  is  provided  that 

there  is  hereby  forfeited  to  the  United  States  and  the  United  States  hereby  resnmM 
the  title  thereto,  all  lands  heretofore  granted  to  any  State  or  to  any  corporation  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  opposite  to  and  coterminous  with  the  portion  of 
any  such  railroad  not  now  completed,  and  in  operation,  for  the  construction  or  bene- 
fit of  which  such  lands  were  granted;  and  all  such  lands  are  declared  to  be  a  part 
of  the  public  domain. 

The  company's  said  main  line  of  road  opposite  the  tract  in  question, 
was  not  completed  at  the  passage  of  the  said  act  and  the  same,  iras 
thereby  restored  to  the  public  domain. 
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As  it  could  only  acquire  fhe  land  through  the  grant  along  the  main 
line,  the  company's  claim  thereto  is,  by  the  forfeiture  act  of  September, 
1890,  «tepra,  necessarily  concluded,  and  being  thus  eliminated  from  the 
case,  the  question  is  between  Hanse  and  the  government.  It  is  true 
that  when  presented  in  June,  1886,  Hanse's  said  application  was  then 
I)roperly  rejected  for  conflict  with  the  withdrawal  referred  to.  If,  how- 
ever, Hanse  was  an  actual  settler  and  otherwise  duly  qualified  at  the 
date  when  the  forfeiture  act  became  eflfective,  whereby  the  withdrawal 
was  terminated,  I  can  see  no  reason,  if  there  be  no  intervening  right, 
why  he  should  not  now  be  allowed  to  enter  the  land. 

Your  judgment  approving  the  said  apphcation  of  Hanse  is  modified 
accordingly. 


militabt  be8ebtation-school  secnosts. 

James  Vine. 

Sections  Bixteen  and  thirty-six  embraced  within  an  abandoned  military  leservatlon 

are  not  subject  to  a  subsequent  school  grant,  but  must  be  disposed  of  under  the 

special  proyisions  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1S84. 
A  preferred  right  to  purchase  the  land  on  which  improyements  are  situated  is  ooop 

ferred  by  said  act  of  1884  upon  purchasers  of  such  improyements  prior  to  the 

passage  of  said  act. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl 

Land  Office^  May  17, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  James  Vine  on  appeal  from  your  de- 
cision of  March  26, 1891,  rejecting  his  application  to  purchase  the  KW 
i  of  8W  i  of  Sec.  16,  T.  16,  E.  73  W.,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming,  land  dis- 
trict. 

It  appears  by  the  record  that  this  land  was  included  in  the  Fort 
Sanders  military  reservation. 

On  September  29,  1882,  the  War  Department  having  decided  to 
abandon  said  reservation,  the  buildings  on  the  land  were  sold  by  the 
quarter-master  department,  and  Yine  purchased  the  house  used  as 
officers'  quarters,  also  a  bam,  and  another  person  purchased  the  am- 
munition magazine  and  sold  it  to  Vine.  So  he  became  and  was  the 
owner  of  all  the  buildings  on  said  land  at  the  date  of  his  application  to 
purchase  the  same. 

The  act  of  Oongress  passed  July  25, 1868  (15  Stat.,  178)  providing  a 
temporary  government  for  the  Territory  of  Wyoming  reserved  sections 
sixteen  and  thirty-six  in  each  township  for  school  purposes,  but  the 
land  was  not  surveyed  until  1886. 

On  July  6, 1884  (23  Stat.,  103)  an  act  of  Congress  was  passed  entitled 
^<  An  act  to  provide  for  the  disposal  of  abandoned  and  useless  military 
reservation.'^    After  providing  for  the  transfer  of  such  land  to  the 
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Department  of  the  Interior  for  disposal,  it  provides  tbe  manner  of  sach 
disposal  by  survey,  appraisement  and  sale. 

The  first  section  of  the  said  act  of  July  5, 1884  provides  that  when- 
ever in  the  opinion  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  any  lands 
inclndcd  within  the  limits  of  any  military  reservation  have  become  use- 
less for  military  purposes  he  shall  cause  the  same,  or  so  much  thereof 
as  he  may  designate,  to  be  placed  under  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  for  disposition,  <<  as  hereinafter  provided,"  etc.  Second 
section  provides  that  the  Secretary  may  cause  the  lands  so  placed  in 
his  control  to  be  surveyed  into  tracts  less  than  forty  acres  or  subdivided 
into  town  lots,  these  tracts  or  lots  to  be  appraised,  etc.  On  September 
6, 1884,  the  President  ordered  that  Fort  Sanders  military  reservation 
be  placed  under  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  disposal 
under  the  provisions  of  said  act.  (Land  Office  Beport,  1800,  p.  165-166). 
The  War  Department  had  previously  had  the  right  to  dispose  of  the 
improvements  on  abandoned  reservations,  but  by  this  act  the  improve- 
ments were  to  pass  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shaU  cause  any  improvementBy  bnUdings,  hailding 
material,  and  other  property  which  may  be  situate  on  any  such  land  .... 
not  heretofore  sold  by  the  United  States  authorities  to  be  appraised  ....  and 
shall  cause  the  same,  together  with  the  tract  or  lot  upon  which  they  are  situate  to  be 
Bold  at  public  sale,  etc. :  .  •  .  Pr<nfided,  That  where  buUdings  or  improTementS 
have  heretofore  been  sold  by  the  United  States  authorities,  the  land  upon  which  sny 
Buch  buildings  or  improvements  are  situate,  not  exceeding  the  smallest  subdiyision 
or  lot  proYided  for  by  this  act  upon  the  reservation  on  which  such  buildings  are  situ- 
ate, shall  be  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchaser  of  said  improvements  and  buildings  at 
the  appraised  value  of  the  lands,  etc. 

The  lands  thus  released  from  the  former  order  creating  the  reserva- 
tion did  not  become  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  but  it  was  specifically 
provided  what  disposition  should  be  made  of  them. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  relating  to  Indian  reser\'a- 
tions  in  California  (13  Stat.,  39)  contains  a  similar  provision  as  to  the 
survey  and  sale  of  abandoned  Indian  reservations  as  is  contained  in  the 
act  relating  to  abandoned  military  reservations,  and  in  the  case  of  P. 
D.  Holcomb  (13  L.  D.,  733)  who  applied  to  make  entry  for  a  tract  in 
the  Klamath  Indian  reservation  (abandoned)  it  was  held  that  tbe  lands 
were  not  restored  to  the  public  domain,  but  that  they  must  be  disposed 
of  as  directed  by  the  act  of  Congress.  In  the  act  relating  to  abandoned 
military  reservations,  there  was  no  exception  as  to  sections  sixteen  and 
thirty-six,  and  an  exception  cannot  be  interpolated  into  the  act. 

The  State  of  Wyoming  was  created  by  act  of  Congress  July  10, 1890, 
and  the  act  of  admission  granted  her  sections  sixteen  and  thirty-six  in 
each  township  for  school  purposes,  but  the  fourth  section  of  the  act 
provided  that  where  sections  sixteen  or  thirty-six  or  any  parts  thereof 
have  been  sold  or  otJierwise  disposed  of  by  or  under  the  authority  of  any 
act  of  Congress,  other  lands  equivalent  thereto  may  be  selected  in  lieu 
thereof,  and  it  may  be  said  that  this  is  a  common  provision  in  acts 
granting  school  lands  to  the  States. 
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On  June  5, 1890,  jou  passed  npon  this  oase  and  held  that  Vine  had 
tiie  preference  right  of  purchase,  but  as  the  tract  had  not  been  ap- 
praised, the  application  wonid  be  held  ^^  awaiting  appraisement  of  the 
land."  Tour  later  decision,  from  which  appeal  is  taken,  reversed  that 
decision  because  the  land  had  been  granted  to  the  State  for  school 
purposes. 

I  conclude  that  your  latter  decision  was  erroneous ;  that  the  right  of 
Vine  to  purchase  the  tract  was  secured  to  him  by  act  of  Congress. 
Your  decision  of  March  26, 1891,  is  therefore  reyersed,  and  the  case 
will  be  governed  by  your  decision  of  June  6, 1890. 


STTCCESSFXTL  COKTE8TAJ7T— PBKFEBXKGE  RIGHT* 

Eetes  V.  Powers. 

The  fftilnre  of  a  saocessfhl  contestant  to  exercise  the  preference  right  of  entry  within 
the  statutory  x>eriod  cannot  be  excused  by  the  fact  that  daring  sach  period  he 
was  imprisoned  for  a  criminal  offense. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl 

Land  Office^  Ma/y  17 j  1892. 

On  February  1, 1889,  George  D.  Powers  applied  to  make  pre-emption 
fQing  upon  the  N.  E.  J  section  15,  T.  104,  N.  R.  69  W.,  at  MitcheU,  South 
Dakota. 

The  local  officers  rejected  said  filing  upon  the  ground  that  Ephraim 
H.  Eeyes  was  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry  upon  said  tract  by 
virtue  of  a  former  contest,  but  was  then  unable  to  exercise  such  right 
by  reason  of  being  confined  in  the  penitentiary  at  Sioux  Falls,  South 
Dakota.  Upon  appeal  by  Powers  you  ordered  by  letter  of  March  13, 
1890,  his  filing  to  be  placed  of  record  as  of  date  when  first  presented, 
subject  to  any  rights  which  Eeyes  might  have.  Thereupon  Powers 
filed  declaratory  statement  ^o.  24,858,  April  7, 1890,  for  said  tract,  to 
take  eftiBCt  from  February  1, 1889.  Ephraim  H.  Keyes  made  homestead 
entry  No.  28,901  upon  the  same  land  November  11, 1889. 

On  April  19, 1890,  Powers  published  notice  of  his  intention  to  make 
final  proof  in  supi>ort  of  his  claim  before  the  local  officers  on  May  31, 
1890,  at  which  date  the  parties  appeared  and  Keyes  filed  a  protest 
against  the  acceptance  of  said  proof.  Evidence  was  submitted,  and 
the  local  officers  dismissed  the  protest  and  allowed  said  final  proof  of 
Powers. 

On  appeal  by  Keyes  by  your  letter  of  March  17, 1891,  you  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers,  held  the  filing  of  Powers  for  cancella- 
tion and  allowed  the  entry  of  Keyes. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

Specifications  of  error  are  assigned  as  follows: 
14561— VOL  14 34 
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1.  In  deciding  that  said  Ephraiin  EL  Keyes  had  the  preference  right 
to  enter  said  tract  of  land  under  and  by  virtae  of  a  former  contest  of 
Eeyes  v.  Bloss. 

2.  In  deciding  that  the  said  Ephraim  H.  Eeyes  made  entry  of  said 
land  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  he  was  notified  of  his  rights  to 

the  same. 

3.  In  not  approving  the  entry  of  said  George  D.  Powers  fbr  patent 

It  appears  that  Keyes  was  convicted  of  an  attempt  to  commit  rape 
and  sentenced  to  the  penitentiary  December  31, 1886,  for  three  years 
and  six  months,  and  was  discharged  therefrom  Kovember  7, 1889. 

The  final  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  contest  of  Keyes  v.  Bloss 
was  made  July  16, 1888  (unreported)  and  the  entry  of  Bloss  was  can- 
celed as  of  that  date. 

On  motion  for  review,  this  Department  on  Febmaiy  26, 1889  by  de- 
cision of  that  date  (unreported),  reaffirmed  its  former  decision. 

On  July  31, 1888,  notice  of  the  decision  of  July  16, 1888  was  sent  to 
E.  H.  Keyes  in  care  of  D.  S.  Glidden,  warden  of  Sioux  Falls  peniten- 
tiary, Sioux  Falls,  Dakota  Territory,  informing  him  of  the  successful 
termination  of  his  contest  and  of  his  preference  right  of  entry.  Eeyes 
does  not  contend  that  he  did  not  receive  this  notice.  It  was  received 
by  the  warden  who  had  him  in  custody. 

If  it  be  assumed  that  Keyes  had  a  preference  right  of  entry  by  virtue 
of  the  Buccessfiil  termination  of  his  contest  with  Bloss,  the  question 
arises  whether  he  properly  exercised  that  preference  right  by  making 
his  entry  November  11, 1889,  more  than  one  year  and  three  months 
after  the  cancellation  of  Bloss'  entry. 

The  act  of  May  14, 1880  (21  Stat.  UO)  provides  that— 

In  all  oases  where  any  person  has  contested,  paid  the  landoffioe  fees,  andprocnred 
the  cancellation  of  any  pre-emption,  homestead,  or  timber  cnltnre  entry,  he  shall  be 
notified  by  the  register  of  the  land  office  of  the  district  in  which  such  land  is  sitn- 
ated  of  such  canceUation^  and  shall  be  allowed  thirty  days  from  date  of  such  notice 
to  enter  said  lands. 

The  inference  from  the  language  used  in  the  last  clause  of  this  pro- 
vision is  that  the  successful  contestant  shall  not  be  allowed  more  than 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  such  notice  to  make  his  entry. 

The  contention  on  behalf  of  Keyes  is  that  because  he  committed 
a  crime  while  his  contest  against  Bloss  was  pending  for  which  he  was 
convicted  and  sent  to  prison,  the  statutory  x>eriod  within  which  be  is 
required  to  exercise  his  preference  right  of  entry,  will  be  extended 
until  such  time  as  he  may  be  set  at  liberty.  If  this  proposition  be  cor- 
rect it  would  follow  that  the  more  atrocious  the  crime,  and  the  loDger 
the  term  of  the  imprisonment,  the  greater  would  be  the  favor  extended 
to  the  convict,  and  in  an  extreme  case  it  might  involve  an  extension  of 
the  statutory  period  for  exercising  the  preference  right  from  thirty 
days  to  thirty  years. 

The  crime  committed  by  Keyes  was  his  voluntary  act,  in  violation 
of  law,  which  imposed  the  penalty  of  imprisonment  which  incapacitated 
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him  from  exerdsmg  his  preference  right.  He  cannot  be  heard  there- 
fore to  plead  the  resnlt  of  his  own  infiainy  as  any  excnse  for  his  non- 
compliance with  the  law. 

The  roling  made  in  the  case  of  Gore  v.  Brew  (12  L.  D.239)  is  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case.  To  hold  that  Keyes  ^^  conld  reserve  this  land 
from  entry  nntO  he  had  answered  the  claims  of  violated  law;  wonld  be 
to  offer  a  preminm  for  crime  and  to  establish  a  precedent  repugnant  to 
reason  and  justice."  It  would  give  the  criminal  an  advantage  over  the 
law  abiding  citizen.  When  the  statute  fixes  and  limits  the  period  for 
the  exercise  of  a  right  absolutely  to  a  specified  number  of  days  this 
Department  cannot  extend  that  period,  especially  where  the  rights  of  a 
third  party  have  attached,  as  in  this  case.  Bonesell  t;.  McNider  (13  L. 
D.286). 

But  it  is  contended  that  inasmuch  as  the  law  of  Dakota,  (Bevised 
Codes  YoL  2  Sec.  763)  provides  that  <<  A  sentence  of  imprisonment  in 
the  territorial  prison  for  any  term  less  than  for  life  suspends  all  the 
civil  rights  of  the  person  so  sentenced,  •  •  •  during  the  term  of 
such  imprisonment,"  the  exercise  of  his  preference  right  by  Keyes  was 
not  only  suspended,  but  also  kept  alive,  till  he  was  discharged.  This 
construction  would  make  the  act  extend  the  rights  of  the  prisoner 
rather  than  suspend  them,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  scope  of 
this  enactment.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  law  of  Congress  is  ^^  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land,"  (Art.  6  Constitution  United  States)  and  the 
legislature  of  a  state  has  not  the  constitutional  power  to  extend  it  or 
aftectit  by  any  legislation  whatever. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  entry  of  Keyes  should  be  canceled  and 
the  filing  of  Powers  should  remain  intact. 

Your  judgment  is  reversed. 


APPIilCATON  TO  ENTEB-QirAXnnCATIONS. 

Halzenbagh  v.  Sohaben. 

An  spplioatioii  to  make  entry  that  does  not  show  the  applicant's  qnalifioation  to 
enter  may  be  properly  rejected,  and  a  defect  in  such  respect  cannot  be  cored  by 
subsequently  calling  attention  to  another  record. 

First  Assisicmt  Secretary  Chcmdler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Lcmd  Office^  May  17 j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Otto  Halzenbach  fiix)m  your  decision 
of  June  1, 1891,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  entry  of  the  KE.  ^  of 
Sec*  27,  T.  19  S.,  R.  21 W.,  Wa  Keeney,  Kansas,  and  holding  that  Peter 
Schaben  should  be  entitled  to  make  entry  of  said  land  as  the  first  legal 
applicant. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  Gottlieb  Kneffer  filed  a  contest  against 
the  timber-culture  entry  of  John  Mertes  for  the  tract  in  controversy. 
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and  before  the  date  fixed  for  a  hearing,  Peter  Scbaben  also  filed  a  oon- 
test  against  the  said  entry— alleging  charges  similar  to  those  of  Enef- 
fer — which  was  held  to  await  action  on  his  contest. 

On  February  23^  1891,  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing,  at  9 :30  A.  M., 
A.  H.  Blair,  attorney  for  Kneffer,  filed  a  motion  for  a  continuance,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  testimony,  supporting  it  by  an  affidavit  of 
Eneifer,  showing  that  owing  to  sickness  in  his  family  he  was  unable  to 
attend  at  the  trial.  The  motion  was  refused,  and  Eoieflfer,  by  Us  at- 
torney, excepted  to  said  ruling,  but  in  a  short  time  thereafter,  at  10:10 
A.  M.,  of  the  same  day,  he  filed  a  relinquishment  by  John  Mertes  of 
said  entry,  and  at  the  same  time  presented  the  application  of  Otto  Hal- 
zenbach  to  enter  said  tract,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers, 
for  the  reason  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  his  qualification  to  enter 
the  land,  and  for  the  fiirther  reason  that  the  jurat  to  the  affidavit,  re- 
quired under  the  act  of  August  30, 1890,  was  not  signed  by  the  notary. 

Halzenbach's  application  was  executed  February  13, 1891,  and  Gott 
lieb  Kneffer,  the  contestant^  was  the  person  who  identified  Halzenbach 
to  the  notary. 

On  the  day  that  Halzenbach's  application  was  rejected,  Schaben  also 
filed  application  to  make  timber-culture  entry  of  the  tract,  which  waB 
rejected  on  account  of  the  x>endency  of  Halzenbach's  application. 
Both  applicants  api>ealed.  Kneffer  was  notified  of  the  canc€^tion  of 
the  entry,  but  has  made  no  application  to  enter. 

On  March  3, 1891,  Halzenbach  filed  a  certified  copy  of  bis  declara- 
tion of  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

On  June  9, 1891,  yon  rejected  the'  application  of  Halzenbach,  and 
allowed  Schaben  to  make  entry  of  the  tract.  From  this  decision  Hal- 
zenbach appealed,  assigning  the  following  grounds  of  error: 

First.  Beoaose  appellant  was  the  first  applicant  for  said  land,  and  was  legallj 
qualified  to  make  timber  cultare  entry  therefor,  on  February  23,  1891. 

Second.  Because  a  duly  certified  copy  of  appellant's  declaration  of  intention  to 
become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  was  on  file  and  in  the  custody  of  the  local 
office  on  February  23, 1891,  and  at  the  time  he  first  presented  his  application  for 
said  land. 

Third.  Because  the  decision  of  the  Honorable  Assistant  Commissioner  is  based 
upon  clerical  errors  and  technicalities,  and  is  not  sustained  or  warranted  by  &ot  as 
shown  by  the  record  of  said  case. 

It  is  contended  by  Halzenbach  that  a  certified  copy  of  his  declara- 
tion to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  was  on  file  in  the  local 
offtce  at  the  time  when  his  application  was  first  presented— to  wit^ 
February  23, 1891.  It  is  stated,  however,  in  the  argument,  that  the 
copy  referred  to  is  a  copy  filed  in  the  local  of&ce  with  Us  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  another  tract  of  land,  July  24, 1890.  This 
was  not  sufficient.  His  application  to  enter  was  properly  rejected,  if 
it  did  not  in  itself  present  a  complete  record,  showing  his  qu^ification 
to  enter  the  land,  and  if  defective  in  this  respect,  such  defect  could  not 
be  cured  by  subsequently  calling  attention  to  another  record.    His  ap- 
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peal  from  the  action  of  the  local  ofiBlcers  rejecting  his  application  merely 
preserved  his  rights.  If  his  application  was  properly  rejected,  the  ap- 
plication of  Schaben^  which  was  presented  before  Halzenbach  cured  the 
defect,  was  the  first  legal  application,  and  shonld  therefore  be  accepted. 

Your  decision  rejecting  the  application  of  Halzenbach,  and  holding 
for  allowance  that  of  Schaben,  is  afSrmed,  and  the  pai)ers  axe  herewith 
retarned. 

While  this  case  was  pending  before  the  Department  on  appeal, 
Schaben  was  allowed  to  make  timber-cultore  entry  of  the  tract.  While 
this  entry  was  improperly  allowed^  pending  the  appeal  of  Halzenbach, 
yet  it  may  be  allowed  to  stand,  it  now  appearing  that  he  was  the  first 
applicant  shown  to  be  legally  entitled  to  make  entry. 


SWAMP  LAKD  CLAIM-WAIYEB. 

Cedab  County,  Missotjbl 

Before  final  aotion  is  taken  on  a  swamp  land  daim  the  waivec  reqnixed  by  theiegiip 
lations  of  September  19, 1891,  most  be  famished. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Zand  Office^  May  18 j  1892. 

There  are  now  x)ending  before  me  three  cases  in  which  indemnity  is 
claimed;  in  theilrst  by  Oedar  connty,  Missouri,  the  second  by  Vernon 
connty  and  the  third  by  Harrison  county,  in  said  state. 

The  claim  in  Cedar  county  is  for  cash  indemnity  for  one  hundred  and 
fifty-nine  tracts  claimed  to  be  swamp  lands  but  which  were  disposed  of 
by  the  United  States. 

The  claim  of  Yemon  county  in  said  state  is  for  cash  indemnity  for 
one  hundred  and  sixty-eight  tracts  of  land  claimed  to  be  swamp  lands 
but  which  were  sold  by  the  United  States  and  the  claim  of  Harrison 
county  Missouri  tor  cash  indemnity  for  three  hundred  and  sixty  tracts 
claimed  to  be  swamp  lands  but  which  were  sold  by  the  United  States. 

The  respective  claims  made  by  the  counties  above  named  are  made 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2, 1855  (10  Stat., 
€34)  and  the  act  of  March  3, 1857  (11  Stat.,  251). 

All  of  these  cases  are  here  on  appeals  &om  your  judgment,  r^ecting 
in  each  case  the  claim  of  said  state. 

Before  passing  on  the  merits  of  these  cases  I  desire  to  call  your  atten- 
tion  to  certain  rules  and  regulations  relative  to  the  presentation  and 
adjustment  of  claims  under  the  swamp  land  laws  promulgated  since 
your  judgments  in  these  cases  were  made  (13  L.  B.,  301). 

The  sixth  section  of  these  regulations  provides —  • 

Before  final  action  is  taken  on  the  claim  of  a  State  for  swamp  lands  in  place  or  cash 
or  land  indemnity,  a  certificate  should  be  required  of  a  duly  authorized  agent  of  the 
Btate  reciting  that  the  lands  selected  in  each  and  every  township  inyolved  in  tho 
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■eleotton  list  oonstdtatiiig  the  olaim  represents  the  full  and  final  daim  of  the  State  to 
lands  nnder  the  swamp  land  acts  in  the  said  townships,  and  that  the  State  waives  all 
claims  or  rights,  nnder  the  said  acts,  if  it  have  any,  to  all  other  lands  not  selected  in 
the  said  townshixw.  Snoh  a  certifioate  will  be  accepted  as  evidence  that  the  oUum 
of  the  State  to  swamp-lands  in  the  partionlar  townships  to  which  it  applies  is  final 
and  complete ;  and  it  will  be  recorded  in  a  book  kept  for  that  pnrposo,  and  as  ftr  m 
practicable  all  snch  completed  claims  will  be  acted  npon  as  promptly  as  possible  and 
in  the  order  of  their  completion. 

The  seventh  and  eighth  sections  provide  as  follows: 

In  the  case  of  cash  and  land-indenmity  claims,  now  pending  or  which  may  hereafter 
be  presented  for  the  benefit  of  connties,  a  ceriiflcate  of  a  dnly  anthoxiaed  agent  of 
the  connty  of  the  character  and  effect  of  that  provided  for  in  the  6th  section  of  these 
instmctions,  relating  to  claims  of  States,  will  be  required  of  connty  agents,  ooTeiJng 
the  entire  area  of  the  connty. 

WaiveiB  mnst  be  nnoonditional,  and  a  copy  of  the  anthority  from  the  State  legiB- 
latnre  or  from  the  county  authorities  to  act  for  the  State  or  the  county  and  to  make 
certificates  of  waiver  must  be  filed  in  this  office  by  the  State  and  county  agents. 

Yon  will  on  receipt  of  this  commnnication  require  the  waivers  men- 
tioned in  the  sixth^  seventh,  and  eighth  sections  to  be  filed  by  the 
proper  authorities  and  when  received  you  will  forward  them  to  this  De* 
partment. 

The  cases  now  pending  here  will  be  suspended  to  await  the  receipt 
of  properly  executed  waivers  as  contemplated  by  the  sections  above 
quoted. 


PATENT— BBISSUB-JXTBISDICnOK. 

Thaddeus  MoNulty. 

Where  a  patent  issues  in  conformity  with  the  entire  record  the  Department  is  wifh* 
out  authority  to  accept  a  surrender  thereof,  for  the  amendment  of  the  reooxd 
and  reissue  of  patent  in  accordance  with  the  record  as  amended. 

Secretary  Koble  to  the  Oommiasianer  of  the  General  Land  Qffiee^  Mag  ISj 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Thaddeus  McNulty  fh>m  your  decision 
of  May  4, 1892^  refusing  to  correct  a  patent  issued  April  16, 1892,  in  the 
name  of  A.  P.  K.  Jones,  for  lands  designated  as  Sec.  2,  T.  95,  RIB., 
Alabama. 

McNulty  claims  title  to  this  land  through  purchase  firom  the  heirs  of 
Oommodore  Thomas  Ap  Gatesby  Jones,  who,  he  claims,  was  the  orig- 
inal settler,  and  that  the  existing  patent  erroneously  describes  the  set- 
tler and  does  not  convey  title  to  the  proper  person,  and  he  therefore 
requests  its  correction. 

The  daim  of  the  settler  to  this  tract  is  based  upon  section  3  of  tihe 
act  of  March  3, 1819  (3  Stat.,  530),  which  provides : 

That  eyery  person,  or  his  or  her  legal  representative,  whose  claim  is  comprised  in 
the  Usts,  or  register  of  claims,  reported  by  the  said  commissioners,  and  theperwxtf 
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embraced  In  the  list  of  aotnal  settlers,  or  their  legal  representatives,  not  having  any 
written  evidence  of  claim  reported  as  aforesaid,  shall,  where  it  appears,  by  the  said 
reports,  or  by  the  said  lists,  that  the  land  claimed  or  settled  on  had  been  actaally 
inhabited  or  cultivated,  by  snch  person  or  persons  in  whose  right  he  claims,  on  or 
before  the  fifteenth  day  of  April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirteen,  be  enti- 
tled to  a  grant  for  the  land  so  claimed,  or  settled  on,  as  a  donation :  Provided,  That 
not  more  than  one  tract  shall  be  thns  granted  to  any  one  person,  and  the  same  shall 
not  contain  more  than  six  hundred  and  forty  acres;  and  that  no  lands  shall  be  thns 
granted  which  are  claimed  or  recognized  by  the  preceding  section  of  this  act. 

Your  refusal  is  based  npon  the  grounds  that  Gommissioiier  Crawford 
reported  upon  this  elaim  and  entered  it  in  his  list  of  actual  settlers  in 
the  name  of  ^^A.  P.  K.  Jones^"  as  number  165,  which  report  was  for- 
warded to  Congress,  and  pursuant  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1819  {8upra)y 
the  land  claimed  in  this  case  was  surveyed  in  the  name  of  ^^A.  P.  K. 
Jones,"  in  March,  1844. 

On  October  17, 1857,  patent  certificate  Ko.  37,  new  series,  issued  in 
the  name  of  <<A.  P.  K.  Jones." 

The  complete  record  describes  the  settler  as  A.  P.  K.  Jones,  and  the 
question  arises  can  the  patent  issued  in  accordance  with  the  record  be 
returned,  the  record  changed,  and  another  patent  issued  upon  the 
amended,  or  changed,  record  f 

As  stated  in  the  case  of  Frank  SuUiyan  (14  L.  D.,  389), 

where  a  patent  has  issued  which  fails  to  conform  to  the  record  npon  which  the  right 
to  a  patent  Tests,  and  has  not  passed  oat  of  the  control  of  the  Department,  it  is  not 
only  the  right,  bnt  the  dnty  of  the  Commissioner  to  withhold  the  delivery  of  snch 
patent,  and  to  issne  one  in  o<ntfarmiiy  with  ike  record. 

But,  as  before  stated,  the  patent  in  this  case  conforms  with  the 
record,  and,  further,  has  passed  beyond  the  control  of  this  Department. 

The  right  of  the  present  holder  to  surrender  the  outstanding  patent 
is  not  shown,  and  this  Department  is  not  invested  with  proper  ma- 
chinery to  ma^e  the  inyestigation  necessary  to  a  proper  determination 
of  that  question.  But  even  were  the  right  clearly  established,  yet  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  this  Department  can  not  afford  the  relief  de- 
sired. 

The  claims  confirmed  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1819  {8upra)j  were  those 
comprised  in  the  lists  reported  by  the  commissioners. 

Commissioner  Crawford's  report,  then  before  Congress,  contained 
the  claim  of  A  P.  K.  Jones,  and  in  that  name  all  acts  necessary  to 
establish  the  right  to  a  patent  for  the  land  in  question  have  been  per- 
formed, and  the  patent  has  issued  in  accordance  with  the  record  as 
made. 

The  duties  of  this  Department  are  at  an  end. 

Your  action  in  refusing  to  correct,  or  issue  a  new  patent^  is  sustained* 
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PBIVATS  CLAIM-SECTIOir  7,  ACT  OF  JULT  98»  1866-BAILBOAD  GBAITr. 

Kafhtaly  t;.  BsEaASD  et  al. 

The  right  of  pnrohase  nnder  section  7,  act  of  July  23, 1866,  ia  not  defeated  by  the 
'        fJBtct  that  the  legal  title  to  the  land  in  qnestion,  at  the  date  of  said  act,  is  held 

by  one  not  a  purchaser  for  a  yalnable  consideration^  where  the  owner  of  the 

equitable  title  at  such  time  is  not  thus  disqualified. 
The  right  of  purchase  under  said  section  existing  at  the  date  when  the  grant  to  the 

railroad  company  became  effeotlTe  excepts  the  land  ooyered  thereby  from  the 

operation  of  said  grant. 

Secretary  ITdble  to  the  Commissianer  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Mayl8f 

1892. 

In  the  decision  rendered  by  this  Department  in  the  case  of  iNaphtaly 
V.  Bregard  et  al.  (12  L.  D.,  667),  it  was  stated  that  James  W.  Tice  was 
a  purchaser  of  the  land  involved  for  a  valaable  consideration^  and  that 
he,  on  April  5, 1861,  conveyed  the  title  to  his  mother  Urhetta  Tice,  the 
consideration  being  love  and  affection,  and  her  better  snpport  maiiite- 
nance  and  protection.  It  was  further  held  that  Urhetta  Tic^,  not  being 
a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  was  not  a  qualified  purchaser 
under  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  July  23, 1866,  and  consequently 
that  Naphtaly ,  who  derived  title  through  her,  was  not  qualified  to  thiis 
purchase. 

It  was,  however,  said  that. 

If  the  conyeyance  to  Urhetta  Tice  was  simply  a  deed  of  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
other  members  of  the  family,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage  as  security  for  a  claim 
against  the  estate,  a  different  rule  might  goTem,  and  it  may  appear  that  the  eqai- 
table  title  remained  in  the  son,  who  was  a  qualified  purchaser  under  the  statute. 

It  was  farther  stated  that  by  deed  dated  May  13, 1868,  Urhetta  Tice, 
A.  J.  Tice,  S.  P.  Millett  and  wife,  conveyed  the  land  to  D.  P.  Smith  and 
that  by  deed  dated  April  1, 1869,  James  W.  Tice  conveyed  the  land  to 
Martin  Clark. 

It  thns  appeared  that  seven  years  subsequent  to  the  date  of  an  in- 
strument which  purported  to  convey  an  estate  in  fee  to  Urhetta  Tice, 
she  together  with  all  the  heirs  except  J.  W.  Tice,  her  grantor,  conveyed 
by  deed,  and  that  eight  years  after  said  purported  conveyance  in  fee 
to  Urhetta  Tice,  her  grantor  conveyed  the  same  premises  by  deed  abso- 
lute to  another  party.  These  facts  could  not  fail  to  excite  comment,  and 
to  raise  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  estate  held  by  Urhetta  Tice  was  an 
estate  in  fee,  or  a  conditional  estate.  It  was  largely  in  view  of  these 
facts,  supported  by  the  statement  of  Kaphtaly  that  "  Mrs.  Tice  was 
holding  the  title  only  in  trust  for  the  other  parties  in  interest  and  es- 
pecially as  security  for  the  interest  she  and  her  husband  had  in  the 
ranch''  that  it  was  deemed  necessary  that  a  further  hearing  be  ordered, 
in  order  to  ascertain,  if  possible,  the  real  facts  in  the  case,  that  justice 
to  all  parties  might  be  done. 
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This  recital  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  contention  oi 
counsel  for  Bregard  et  al.  that  ^^  the  hearing  was  granted  on  the  uncor- 
roborated affidavit  of  the  claimant  himself  an  affidavit  not  even  based 
on  his  own  knowledge^  but  on  mere  hearsay,  of  tbe  most  indefinite  and 
uncertain  character,''  is  in  no  way  sustained  by  the  record. 

At  the  rehearing  all  parties  were  fiilly  represented  by  counsel  and 
evidence,  both  record  and  parol^  was  introduced.  That  evidence  is  now 
before  me  for  consideration. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is  this  :  Was  the  deed  given  by 
James  W.  Tice,  dated  April  5, 1861,  to  his  mother  Urhetta  Tice,  and 
acknowledged  October  21, 1863,  an  absolute  conveyance  in  fee,  or  was 
it  in  the  nature  of  a  deed  of  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  members 
of  the  family,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage  as  security  for  a  claim 
against  the  property  f 

On  its  face  the  deed  was  an  absolute  conveyance  ot  the  premises  in 
controversy. 

In  the  case  of  Bussell  v.  Southard  (12  Howard,  139),  the  court,  in 
inquiry  as  to  whether  a  conveyance  was  a  sale  or  mortgage,  took  into 
consideration  the  condition  and  relation  of  parties,  the  amount  of  con- 
sideration, etc.,  and  held  that,  ^^  Parol  proof  is  admissible  to  show  a  deed 
absolute  on  its  fsice  to  have  been  intended  as  a  mortgage." 

In  the  case  of  Hughes  i?.  Edwards  (9  Wheaton,  489),  the  court  say : 

A  oonrt  of  equity  looks  at  the  real  objeot  and  intention  of  the  conveyances;  and 
when  the  grantor  applies  to  redeem,  npon  an  allegation  that  the  deed  was  intended 
as  a  security  for  a  debt,  that  oonrt  treats  it  precisely  as  it  would  an  ordinary  mort- 
gage, proYided  the  truth  of  the  allegation  is  made  out  by  the  evidence. 

In  the  case  of  Henly  v»  Hotaling  (41  Gal.,  22),  the  court  say: 

When  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  a  deed,  absolute  in  form,  is  sought  to  be  ascer- 
tained, not  in  the  usual  way,  by  reading  and  construing  the  instrument,  in  connec- 
tion with  evidence  to  identify  the  subject  matter,  the  parties  etc.,  but  by  evidence 
to  establish  an  equity  beyond  and  outside  of  the  deed,  and  thus  to  convert  the  deed 
into  a  mortgage,  the  evidence  ought  to  be  so  clear  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  the  real 
intention  of  the  parties  was  to  execute  a  mortgage,  otherwise  the  intention  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  deed  ought  to  prevail. 

Witb  these  rules  for  our  guidance,  the  evidence  submitted  must  be 
examined  with  a  view  to  ascertain,  if  possible,  the  real  object  and  in- 
tentions of  the  conveyance  by  J.  W.  Tice  to  XJrhetta  Tice,  dated  April 
5, 1861. 

The  records  show  that  on  December  26, 1862,  nearly  two  years  subse- 
quent to  the  deed  of  gift,  J.'  W.  Tice  executed  a  mortgage  of  the  premises 
in  question  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note  for  $1500,  given  by  him 
and  his  father,  James  M.  Tice. 

On  December  20, 1861,  several  months  subsequ^it  to  the  deed  of 
gift,  J.  W.  Tice  by  James  M.  Tice,  his  attorney  in  fact,  entered  into  a 
contract  with  J.  B.  Crockett,  an  attorney  at  law,  by  which  he  agreed  to 
convey  to  said  Crockett,  wiUi  covenants  only  against  the  acts  of  said 


538  DECISIONS  BELATINQ  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDQ. 

grantor,  for  services  rendered  by  said  Orockett,  an  undivided  one-eighth 
interest  in  the  premises  in  controversy,  with  the  exception  of  certain 
specified  tracts. 

James  M.  Tice,  the  attorney  in  farct^  was  the  husband  of  Urhetta 
Tice. 

The  only  explanation  that  can  be  given  of  his  action  is,  that  he  con- 
sidered the  equitable  title,  at  least)  to  be  in  J.  W«  Tice,  and  did  not 
recognize  the  deed  of  gift  as  divesting  him  (J.  W.  Tice)  of  the  title  to 
the  land. 

It  will  be  observed  that  these  instruments  were  executed  prior  to 
the  date  of  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  of  gift,  and  of  recording 
the  same,  and  in  my  opinion  they  clearly  indicate  what  was  in  the  mind 
of  the  grantor;  they  indicate  that  he  regarded  himself  as  the  owner  of 
said  premises,  that  the  title  was  in  him. 

The  conveyance,  dated  April  5, 1861,  was  not  recorded  until  April  1, 
1867.  On  said  deed  is  the  endorsement  that  it  is  recoi*ded  at  the  request 
of  Urhetta  Tice.  At  the  trial  of  this  case  B.  P.  Smith  testified  that 
the  grantor  J.  W.  Tice  had  the  deed  recorded.  However  this  may  be, 
under  date  of  April  25, 1867,  J.  W.  Tice  gave  to  Lloyd  Tevis  a  mort- 
gage of  the  premises  in  question  as  security  for  the  payment  of  $4400 
borrowed  money;  and  on  April  1, 1869,  said  J.  W.  Tice  gave  to  Martin 
Olark  a  deed  absolute  for  the  premises  in  controversy. 

The  conveyance  would  certainly  indicate  that  J.  W.  Tice  considered 
that  he  had  title  to  the  land,  which  had  not  been  divested  by  the  deed 
of  April  5, 1861,  to  his  mother. 

In  what  light  did  the  grantee,  Urhetta  Tice  consider  this  transferf 

On  April  30, 1868,  she  entered  into  a  contract  with  D.  P.  Smith  to 
convey  to  him  all  the  lands  described  in  the  above-mentioned  deed  of 
Apnl  5, 1861.    In  this  contract  she  agrees, 

that  she  will  proonre  and  deliver  to  said  party  of  the  second  part  a  deed  to  him  from 
Andrew  J.  Tice,  James  W.  Tice,  8.  P.  Millett,  and  Pauline  V.  MiUett  his  wife,  of  all 
their  right,  title  and  interest  of  every  kind  legal  and  equitable,  of,  in  and  to  aU  the 
land  or  lands  hereinbetore  described. 

The  consideration  for  this  contract  was  $2000  to  be  paid  to  Urhetta 
Tice,  and  in  addition  to  said  sum,  Smith  agreed  to  pay  the  $4400  bor- 
rowed  by  J.  W.  Tice,  from  Lloyd  Tevis,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which 
said  Tice  had  executed  a  mortgage  of  the  premises  in  question  to  Tevis, 
on  April  25, 1867.  On  May  13, 1868,  Urhetta  Tice,  Andrew  J.  Tice,  S. 
P.  Millett  and  Pauline  V.  Millett,  executed  a. deed  conveying  the  prem- 
ises to  D.  P.  Smith,  consideration  $7000.  In  the  body  of  the  deed  the 
name  of  James  W.  Tice  appears  as  one  of  the  grantors,  but  he  did  not 
sign  the  deed. 

It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  had  Urhetta  Tice  believed  that 
the  fee  to  the  land  in  question  was  in  her  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of  April 
5, 1861,  and  that  she  had  the  right  to  convey  the  same,  that  she  would 
have  agreed  to  procure  deeds  from  other  members  of  the  family,  neither 
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is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  varions  grantees  would  have  united 
in  a  conveyance  had  they  not  considered  that  they  had  some  rights  to 
convey.  The  consideration^  $7000  in  round  numbers,  was  the  $4400 
borrowed  by  J.  W.  Tice,  and  wbich  Smith  agreed  to  pay,  and  the  $2000 
which  appears  to  have  been  the  interest  of  Mrs.  Tice^  the  mother,  in 
the  property. 

Thus  the  evidence  would  indicate  that  neither  the  grantor  nor  the 
grantee,  nor  the  other  members  of  the  family,  considered  the  deed  ot 
gift,  a  deed  absolute. 

Is  there  anjrthing  in  the  record  to  indicate  in  what  light  the  deed  in 
question  should  be  regarded  t 

The  Tice  finmily,  consisting  of  father,  mother,  two  sons,  a  daughter 
and  son-in-law,  occupied  the  property  in  common;  it  was  their  home 
and  the  ranch  was  carried  on  by  them. 

There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  various 
members  of  the  family  to  surrender  to  the  mother,  or  to  transfer  to 
her,  all  their  property  interest  in  this  home,  and  which  appears  to  have 
been  the  common  property  of  them  all. 

The  only  member  of  the  family  who  testified  at  the  rehearing,  was 
the  daughter,  formerly  the  wife  of  of  S.  P.  Millett,  and  who,  with  her 
husband,  was  an  occupant  of  the  ranch,  before  and  at  the  time,  and 
subsequent  to  the  conveyance  dated  April  5, 1861.  She  testified  that 
the  deed  ^'  was  made  to  mother  to  secure  us  all." 

Q.  What  do  yoamean  by  ''Beonre  as  aUf" 

A.  BecanBe  we  were  aU  interested  in  it,  my  brother  was  getting  reckless  and  we 
wanted  the  property  oat  of  his  hands. 

She  Airther  testified  that  her  father  could  not  take  the  deed  in  his 
own  name  on  account  of  his  indebtedness. 

She  was  asked  <^  whether  the  two  thousand  dollars  to  be  paid  to  your 
mother,  TJrhetta  Tice,  upon  making  the  deed  by  her  and  other  mem- 
bers of  the  family,  was  paid  to  herf ' 

The  deed  in  question  was  the  one  dated  May  13,  1868,  before  men- 
tioned. She  testified  that  $1500  was  paid  her  at  the  ranch,  and  the 
balance  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco. 

She  also  testified  that  after  the  death  of  her  husband  she  (the  wit- 
ness) received  the  i>ortion  due  her,  as  her  interest  in  the  ranch,  also 
that  J.  W.  Tice  received  the  amount  due  for  his  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, and  by  reference  to  the  deed  of  May  13, 1868,  it  will  be  seen  that 
there  was  expressly  reserved  from  the  property  transferred,  the  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  occupied  by  A.  J.  Tice,  the  other  son^  this 
was  presumably  a  portion,  at  least,  of  his  interest  in  the  estate. 

This  evidence  is  clear  and  explicit  and  in  connection  with  the  other, 
throws  much  light  upon  the  financial  transactions  of  the  Tice  family, 
and  the  relations  they  held  to  one  another  financially.  It  shows  that 
the  deed  of  gift  was  not  only  for  the  protection  of  the  mother  of  her 
interest,  but  was  for  the  protection  of  the  other  members  of  the  family. 
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Lloyd  Tevis,  who  had  taken  the  mortgage  from  J.  W.  Tice  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  $4400  borrowed,  testified  that  when  he  discoyeied 
that  the  deed  of  gift  had  been  placed  on  record  just  prior  to  the  execa- 
tion  of  the  mortgage  held  by  him,  he  had  an  interview  with  Mrs.  Tice 
and  made  inquiry  concerning  said  deed,  and  Mrs.  Tice  told  him  that 
^^  the  deed  was  only  intended  to  secure  her  for  the  payment  of  two 
thousand  dollars." 

The  contract  dated  April  30, 1868,  and  the  deed  dated  May  13, 1868^ 
is  certainly  strong  corroborative  evidence  of  the  truth  of  this  state- 
ment. 

Moses  G-.  Cobb,  a  lawyer  who  was  employed  to  bring  the  foreclosure 

suit  in  1868  on  the  mortgage  given  by  Tice  to  Tevis  in  1867,  testified 

that  J.  W.  Tice  the  grantor  and  Urhetta  Tice  the  grantee  in  the  deed 

of  gift,  both  told  him  that  the  deed  was  given  simply  by  way  of  security, 

.  and  that  for  a  limited  amount,  he  thinks  about  $2000. 

James  W.  Tice,  the  grantor  in  the  deed  of  AprU  5, 1861,  and  the  one, 
who  above  all  others,  could  have  given  evidence  as  to  the  true  intent 
of  said  conveyance,  is  dead.  The  grantee,  Urhetta  Tice,  though  living, 
refused  to  appear  at  the  trial,  or  to  give  her  evidence  by  deposition, 
although  both  parties  swear  that  they  endeavored  to  have  her  appear 
and  testify. 

The  evidence  shows  that  on  June  28, 1891,  five  days  subsequent  to 
the  departmental  decision  ordering  a  fiirther  hearing  in  the  case,  three 
men,  acting  in  the  interest  of  Naphtaly,  had  an  interview  with  Mrs. 
Tice  at  her  home  near  San  Francisco,  and  in  conversation  with  her  in 
relation  to  the  character  of  the  deed  dated  April  5, 1861,  she  made  and 
subscribed  to  the  following  statement: 

That  at  the  time  of  my  receiving  from  my  son  James  William^  a  deed  to  the  Tioe 
ranch,  that  there  was  dne  and  owing  to  me  the  sum  of  $2500  and  the  reason  of  the 
giving  to  me  said  deed  was  to  seenre  me  from  any  loss  as  to  said  $2500. 

It  is  shown  that  this  statement  in  substance  was  made  in  the  absence 
of  undue  influence.  After  the  evidence  in  relation  to  this  statement 
was  submitted  at  the  hearing,  Urhetta  Tice,  after  an  interview  with 
Josiah  S.  Smith,  one  of  the  contestants,  made  the  following  affidant: 

I;  Urhetta  Tice,  being  duly  sworn,  depose  and  say,  that  I  am  the  same  Urhetta 
Tice  named  in  a  certain  deed  made  by  my  son,  James  W.  Tice,  on  the  5th  day  of 
April,  1861,  for  love  and  affection  and  better  maintenance  and  support;  that  said 
deed  was  not  made  to  seenre  the  payment  of  $2500,  or  any  other  sum  of  money  ine 
me  from  my  son  James,  nor  was  my  said  son  indebted  to  me  when  said  deed  wtf 
made,  but  said  deed  was  made  for  my  sole  nseand  benefit,  and  the  same  was  intended 
to  be  and  was  an  absolute  conveyance  to  me  of  the  property,  and  was  made  for  the 
express  purpose  of  securing  me  a  home,  and  not  otherwise. 

This  was  purely  an  ex  parte  affidavit  taken  without  notice  to  the  op- 
XM)site  party  and  with  no  opportunity  for  cross-examination.  Objection 
was  made  to  its  introduction,  and  it  can  not  be  taken  as  evidence;  bat 
^ven  if  it  could  be  received,  it  simply  demonstrates  that  the  party  wiU^ 
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either  Tdth  or  without  a  ftdl  understanding  of  the  import  of  her  wordB, 
make  statements  directly  at  variance  with  each  other  on  the  same  sub- 
ject, under  different  circumstance^  and  her  evidence  is  of  little  or  no 
value,  on  either  side. 

The  only  parties  who  appeared  as  witnesses  for  the  contestants,  were 
D.  P.  Smith  and  Josiah  S.  Smith  both  claimants  adverse  to  iNaphtaly. 

An  attempt  is  made  to  throw  discredit  upon  the  testimony  of  Mrs. 
Semington,  formerly  Mrs.  Millett,  the  daughter,  by  asserting  that  she 
had  made  statements  different  from  those  made  under  oath.  Thus,  on 
December  15, 1891,  Josiah  S.  Smith  testified  that  on  the  day  before  he 
had  an  interview  with  Mrs.  Bemington  who  said  to  him,  referring  to  the 
deed  of  April  5, 1861,  that  said  ^^  deed  was  given  from  her  brother  to 
her  mother  for  a  home  for  her  mother  and  the  children.''  On  the  same 
day  D.  P.  Smith  testified  that  on  the  day  before  he  had  an  interview 
with  the  witness,  who  said  referiing  to  the  deed  of  AprH  5, 1861,  that 
Ht  was  deeded  to  the  old  lady  to  keep  the  boys  from  spending  the 
money  during  her  life  time."  I  think  it  is  evident  from  these  varying 
statements,  that  thOoe  witnesses  give  their  iaterpretation  of  what  Mrs. 
Bemiagton  said,  rather  than  what  she  actually  did  say,  and  their  testi- 
mony did  not  impeach  her  clear  and  positive  evidence. 

D.  P.  Smith  testifies  that  he  was  the  agent  who  attended  to  the 
business  of  Mr.  Tevis  in  his  transaction  with  the  Tices  when  the  $4,400 
was  borrowed,  that  he  was  interested  in  having  the  agreement  of  April 
30, 1868,  perfected,  that  he  visited  Mrs.  Tice  in  company  with  Tevis 
and  he  states  that  in  that  interview  nothing  was  said  about  the  deed  of 
April  5, 1861,  "  being  intended  to  secure  a  loan  of  $2,000  from  James  W. 
Tice  to  his  mother,"  further  on  he  states  that  at  that  interview  nothing 
was  said  about  said  deed  being  intended  simply  as  a  security  for  a  loan 
of  $2,000,  or  any  other  amount.  When  this  evidence  is  analyzed  in 
connection  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  it  will  be  found  that  it 
does  not  amount  to  a  contradiction  of  the  evidence  submitted  by  Naph- 
taly.  ISo  where  in  the  record  is  there  any  evidence  that  the  deed  of 
April  5, 1861,  was  made  as  a  security  for  a  loan,  no  where  is  there  any 
att-empt  made  to  show  that  the  mother  had  loaned  money  to  the  son, 
and  had  taken  this  deed  as  security. 

The  evidence  of  John  A.  White  throws  much  light  upon  this  trans- 
action. 

The  deed  from  Pujol  and  Sanjurjo  to  James  W.  Tice  was  made  Feb- 
ruary 14, 1855.  Mr.  White  testifies  that  in  the  spring  of  1855  he  was  a 
partner  of  James  M.  Tice  (the  father)  under  the  firm  of  Tice  and  White, 
that  the  firm  purchased  the  interest  in  the  Bomero  ranch.  His  testi- 
mony is  as  follows: 

When  we  purohased  that  place,  it  was  purchased  for  James  Tice  and  myself.  The 
consideration  was  from  $3,000  to  $3,500.  We  gave  our  note  for  that  amount,  and 
took  possession  of  the  place.  Bat  the  deed  was  first  made  to  J.  M.  Tice  and  White^ 
then  his  family  came  ont  here ;  then  J.  W.  Tice  came  out  here  aboat  that  time.    Then 
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J.  K.  Tice  and  myself  had  some  business  tronble,  and  I  said  to  him:  ''I  piefer  to 
give  it  to  yonr  son  J.  W.  Tioe,  and  giye  me  my  note."  We  took  our  note  np  snd  let 
Sai\Ja]do  tihke  James  Ws  note.  I  told  him  it  was  better  for  them  to  take  np  onr 
note,  and  take  J.  W.  T's  and  have  onr  note  made  to  him.  My  name  was  crosBed  ont  of 
the  old  deed  and  it  was  transferred  to  James  W.  Tioe,  and  it  was  afterwards  paid. 
Hiat  was  the  way  it  was  done,  and  James  W.  Tioe  took  possession  of  the  ranch.  It 
was  paid  out  of  some  property  that  originally  belonged  to  Mr.  James  M.  and  myself. 
I  told  him  he  oonld  have  the  ranch.  After  getting  back  the  note  I  told  him  he  eonld 
haye  the  ranch,  and  I  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

Thosfhe  original  payment  is  accounted  for;  it  was  made  with  the 
property  of  the  father,  James  M.  Tice»  This  was  in  1855,  and  from  that 
time  nntil  April  5, 1861,  not  only  had  the  &ther  labored  to  increase  the 
value  t>f  the  property,  bat  the  two  sons,  the  son-in-law  and  the  daughter 
had  united  their  efforts  to  promote  the  same  end.  Owing  to  the  action 
of  the  member  of  the  family  in  whom  the  title  was  vested,  the  other 
members  including  the  father,  who  had  paid  the  original  purchase 
money,  but  who  could  not,  on  account  of  financial  trouble  hold  the  title 
in  his  name,  desired  security  fer  their  interests,  and  this  was  given  by 
means  of  the  deed  in  question  absolute  on  its  face,  for  a  good,  but  not 
for  a  valuable  consideration. 

This  deed  was  given  for  the  security  of  an  interest  in  the  estate,  or 
in  other  words,  a  debt  against  the  estate,  and  this  interest  in  the  estate 
had  been  obtained,  and  the  debt  against  the  estate  incurred,  by  means 
of  the  payment  of  money  and  by  means  of  labor  extended. 

In  the  case  of  New  Orleans  Banking  Association  v.  Adams  (109  U. 
S.,  211),  the  court  say: 

While  it  may  he  oonoeded  that  no  precise  foim  of  words  ia  necessary  to  oonstitate 
a  mortgage,  yet  there  most  be  a  present  purpose  of  the  mortgagor  to  pledge  his  land 
lior  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  or  the  performance  of  some  other  act,  or  it  can 
not  be  construed  to  be  a  mortgage. 

Applying  this  rule  to  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  it  was  the  intention  of  James  W.  Tice,  by  the  deed  of  gift 
to  pledge  the  estate  to  secure  the  interests  of  all  parties  entitled  to  pro- 
tection. 

In  the  case  of  Peugh  v.  Davis  (96  17.  S.,  332),  the  court  say: 

It  is  an  established  doctrine  that  a  court  of  equity  will  treat  a  deed,  absolute  in 
fbrm,  as  a  mortgage,  when  it  is  executed  as  security  for  a  loan  of  money.  That  court 
looks  beyond  the  terms  of  the  instrument  to  the  real  transaction,  and  when  thst  Ia 
•hown  to  be  one  of  security  and  not  of  sale,  it  will  give  effect  to  the  actual  contract 
of  the  parties.  As  the  equity,  upon  which  the  court  acts  in  such  cases,  arises  from 
the  real  character  of  the  transaction,  any  evidence,  written  or  oral,  tending  toshov 
this  is  admissible.  The  rule  which  excludes  parol  testimony  to  contradict  or  rary  a 
written  instrument  has  reference  to  the  language  used  by  the  parties.  That  can  not 
be  quahfled  or  varied  from  its  natural  import,  but  must  speak  for  itaelf.  The  role 
does  not  forbid  an  inquiry  into  the  object  of  the  parties  in  executing  and  receiving 
the  instrument.  Thus,  it  may  be  shown  that  a  deed  was  made  to  deftaud  orediton, 
or  to  give  a  preference,  or  to  secure  a  loan,  or  for  any  other  object  not  apparent  on 
its  face.  The  object  of  parties  in  such  cases  wiU  be  considered  by  a  court  of  equity ; 
it  oonstitutea  a  ground  for  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  which  wiU  always  be 
Mserted  to  prevent  fraud  or  oppression,  and  to  promote  jnatioe. 
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The  object  of  the  deed  dated  April  5, 1861,  between  J.  W.  Tice  and 
XJrhetta  Tice  being  shown,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Department  to  give  it 
such  an  interpretation  as  will  carry  oat  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
and  promote  justice. 

If  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  grantees  of  both  XTrhetta  Tice  and 
J.  W.  Tice,  was  entirely  eliminated,  and  the  question  was  resolved  to 
that  of  the  rights  of  XTrhetta  Tice  and  the  other  members  of  the  fieuDuly, 
in  reality  the  joint  owners  of  the  estate  under  the  deed  in  question, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  a  court  of  equity  would  decree  the  in- 
strument to  be  a  mortgage  for  the  security  for  the  payment  of  each 
interest,  and  not  a  deed  absolute,  which  would  deprive  the  various 
ones  interested  of  their  rights,  as  to  thus  hold  would  be  to  work  oppres- 
sion and  injustice. 

In  view  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  in  view  of  the  rule  of  law 
pointing  out  the  construction  to  be  given  to  conveyances,  I  am  of  the 
opinion,  that  the  deed  of  April  5, 1861,  must  be  held  to  have  been  a 
conveyance,  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  given  for  the  security  of  claims 
against  the  estate,  and  that  on  July  23, 1866,  the  equitable  title  to  the 
land  in  controverBy,  was  in  James  W.  Tice  and  was  by  him  on  April  1, 
1869,  conveyed  to  Olark,  and  that  Kaphtaly  is  a  qualified  purchaser 
under  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  July  23, 1866. 

In  the  decision  of  this  case,  by  the  local  officers,  certain  tracts  applied 
for  by  Kapbtaly  were  awarded  to  the  Western  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany. In  the  decision  by  your  office  the  question  of  the  right  of  the 
company  was  left  to  future  a^udication,  and  in  the  Departmental  de- 
cision of  February  4^  1889  (8  L.  D.,  144),  no  disiK>sition  of  the  claim  was 
made. 

The  company  claims  under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  July  1, 1862 
(12  Btat,  489),  which  granted  to  it  the  alternate  sections,  designated 
by  odd  numbers,  within  ten  miles  of  each  side  of  the  road,  ^^not  sold, 
reserved  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  XJnited  States,  and  to  which 
a  pre-emption  or  homestead  claim  may  not  have  attached  at  the  time 
the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely  fixed."  The  road  was  definitely  lo- 
cated opi>osite  the  land  in  controversy  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  July  23, 1866,  under  which  Naphtaly  claims,  thus 
at  the  time  the  grant  took  effect  by  the  definite  location  of  the  road, 
the  land  was  occupied  and  in  the  possession  of  one  entitled  to  purchase 
under  the  act  of  July  23, 1886,  and  this  legal  right,  wliich  was  founded 
upon  an  equity  which  existed  long  prior  to  the  date  of  the  granting 
act,  reserved  the  land  from  the  operation  of  said  grant. 

This  principle  is  in  accordance  with  the  ruUng  of  the  Department  in 
the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  KiUian  (11 L.  D., 
596),  and  cases  cited  therein. 

Departmental  decision  of  February  4, 1889,  is  herewith  recalled,  and 
you  will  dispose  of  the  case  in  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  in 
my  dedsion  of  June  23, 1891,  and  in  this  decision. 
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MINING  CliAIM-MTIili  SITE— BBPATMSNT. 

Hudson  Mmma  Company. 

The  first  olatue  of  Section  2337,  B.  S.,  contemplateB  the  allowance  of  a  mill  site  entry 

only  where  the  land  is  nsed  or  oconpied  for  mining  or  milling  purposes  at  the 

time  the  application  for  patent  is  made. 
An  entry  allowed  on  insufficient  proo^  submitted  without  fraud  or  ooneealment| 

is  ''erroneously  allowed"  within  the  meaning  of  the  aot  of  June  Ifi,  1SS0,  pro* 

yiding  for  repayment. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  First  Comptroller ^  May  18j  1892* 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  April  21, 1892,  snbinitting  for  my 
review  and  reconsideration 

the  claim  of  the  Hudson  Mining  Company^  per  General  Land  Office  report  No.65451| 
for  repayment  of  the  purchase  money  paid  by  said  company  for  five  acres  of  non- 
mineral  land  for  a  ''mUl  site''  entered  in  connection  with  the  mineral  entry  No,  1579 
(Combination  Lode  and  Mill  Site)  at  Helena,  Montana,  on  October  3, 1887,  vix.,  fire 
acres  at  $5,  per  acre $25. 

You  express  the  opinion  that  the  claim  should  not  be  allowed,  and 
cite  the  case  of  Arthur  L.  Thomas  (13  L.  D.,  359). 

The  act  of  June  16, 1880  (21  Stat.,  287),  under  which  the  application 
is  made  provides  that  in  the  event  that  an  '^  entry  has  been  erroneously 
allowed  and  can  not  be  confirmed,"  repayment  shall  be  made. 

In  the  Thomas  case,  swpra^  it  was  held  that  his  entry 

was  not  erroneously  allowed  so  fax  as  either  the  law  or  the  records  of  the  land  office 
show,  and  neither  the  law  nor  the  government  interposed  any  obstacles  to  the  con- 
firmation of  said  entry  by  the  performance  of  the  acts  necessary  to  confirm  the  same. 

Section  2337,  Bevised  Statutes,  provides  that,  ^^  Where  non-mineral 
land,  not  contiguous  to  the  vein  or  lode  is  used  or  occupied  by  the  pro- 
prietor of  such  vein  or  lode  for  mining  or  milling  purposes,"  the  same 
may  be  entered  as  a  mUl  site. 

The  act  clearly  contemplates  that  at  the  time  the  application  for  a 
patent  is  made,  and  the  entry  allowed,  the  land  in  question  is  used  or 
occupied  for  mining  or  milling  purposes.  The  act  does  not  contemplate 
the  performance  of  conditions  subsequent,  or  the  futare  compliance 
with  law.  Ko  mill  site  entry  should  be  allowed  unless  it  is  shown  that 
the  conditions  of  the  law  have  been  complied  with. 

Upon  the  examination  of  the  papers  in  the  case  before  me,  I  find  that 
the  evidence  submitted  to  the  register  and  receiver,  in  support  of  the  ap« 
plication,  discloses  the  fact  that  the  mill  site  in  question  was  not  used 
or  occupied  as  contemplated  by  law. 

Thus  the  deputy  surveyor  in  his  field  notes  stated  that  ^' There  are 
no  improvements  upon  mill  site." 

Keither  the  applicant,  nor  any  of  his  witnesses,  stated  that  the  mill  site 
was  used  or  occupied  in  any  way,  the  applicant  merely  stated  that  he 
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was  in  the  actual,  quiet  and  undisturbed  possession  of  the  premises. 
With  these  fia>cts  before  them^  it  was  the  duty  of  the  local  officers  to 
reject  the  application. 

In  the  general  circular  issued  by  the  Land  Department,  February  6, 
1892,  page  85,  it  is  said : 

Definition  of  ''erroneously  allowed.''  This  can  not  be  giyen  an  inteipretation 
of  snch  latitnde  as  would  oountenance  fraud.  If  the  records  of  the  Land  Office^  or 
the  proof  furnished,  should  show  that  the  entry  ought  not  to  be  permitted,  and  yet 
it  were  permitted  then  it  would  be  '*  erroneously  allowed.''  But  if  a  tract  of  land 
were  subject  to  entry,  and  the  proofs  showed  a  compliance  with  law,  and  the  entry 
shonld  be  canceled  because  the  proo&  were  shown  to  be  false,  it  could  not  be  held 
that  the  entry  was  ''  erroneously  allowed/'  and  in  such  case  repayment  would  not  be 
authorized* 

In  the  case  of  Oscar  T.  Boberts  (8  L.  D.,  423),  it  was  said: 

If,  however,  the  entry  is  allowed  by  the  local  officers  upon  testimony  which  they 
deemed  sufficient,  but  which  was  rejected  by  the  Commissioner  and  the  Secretary,  on 
appeal,  such  entry  was  erroneously  allowed  and  the  entryman  would  be  entitled  to 
the  return  of  the  purchase  money,  if  there  was  no  concealment  or  &lse  swearing  in 
his  final  proof  and  no  evidence  of  bad  faith  on  his  part. 

Also  see  case  of  Minerva  A.  Widger  (6  L.  D.,  694). 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  case  at  bar,  I  think  it  must  be  held,  that 
the  entry  was  erroneously  allowed  and  that  it  was  not  allowed  as  the 
result  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation.  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion, 
that  the  application  for  repayment  is  within  the  provisions  of  law. 


RATLBOAD  GRANT-CONTLieriNG  LIMITS- WITH  DBA  WAX. 

THimrE  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  St.  Oo. 

The  grant  for  the  St.  Vincent  extension  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
railway  is  a  new  grant,  later  in  date  to  that  made  for  the  main  line,  and  lands 
withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter,  as  indemnity,  are  excepted  from  the 
subseqiient  operation  of  the  grant  for  the  branch  line. 

An  entry,  irregularly  aUowed,  of  land  withdrawn  for  railroad  purposes  may  be  per- 
mitted to  stand  as  of  the  date  when  such  land  is  restored. 

Seeretary  Nolle  to  the  Commissumer  of  the  Ghneral  Land  Office^  Jfoy 

18,  189J^. 


I  faAve  considered  tbe  case  of  Peder  P.  Thunie  r.  St.  Paul,  Minneap- 
oHs  and  Manitoba  Eailway  Company,  involving  the  NE.  J  of  SW.  |, 
NW.  J  of  SB.  i,  and  lot  2,  Sec.  IS,  T.  128  N.,  R.  41  W.,  St.  Olond  land 
district,  Minnesota,  on  appeal  by  Thnnie  froni  your  decision  of  May  2(^, 
1S90,  holdiHig  for  cancellation  his  homestead  entry  on  account  of  thfe 
grant  for  said  company.  The  land  in  question  is  within  the  twenty 
miles  indemnity  limits  of  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1865 
(13  Stat.,  526),  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  tlie  main  line  of  the  St. 
14561— VOL  14 35 


546  DECISIONS   RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC  LANDS. 

Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Eailway— i.  e.,  the  road  to  Breckm- 
ridge. 
The  7th  section  of  said  act  provides: 

That  80  soon  as  the  govemoT  of  the  said  State  of  MiimeBota  shaU  file  or  oanse  to 
be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  maps  designating  the  loates  of  said  road 
and  branohes,  then  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw 
from  market  the  lands  embraced  within  the  proYisions  of  this  act. 

The  withdrawal  of  lands  along  this  portion  of  the  line  was  ordered 
by  letter  of  August  14, 1868,  but  this  letter  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  received  at  the  local  ofELce  of  the  district  in  which  this  land  was 
then  situated,  but  was  included  in  the  withdrawal  by  letter  of  April  12, 
1869,  received  at  the  local  ofRce  at  Alexandria  April  22, 1869.  This 
withdrawal  was  not  revoked  until  May  22, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  541),  under 
the  authority  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  September 
29, 1890  (26  Stat,  496),  which  provides: 

That  section  five  of  an  act  entitled  'An  act  for  a  grant  of  landa  to  tiie  State  of 
Iowa  in  alternate  sections  to  aid  in  the  constniotion  of  a  railroad  in  said  State/  ap* 
proved  Hay  seventeenth^  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-fonr,  and  section  seven  of  an 
act  entitled  'An  act  extending  the  time  for  the  completion  of  certain  land-grant  rail- 
roads in  the  States  of  Minnesota  and  Iowa,  and  for  other  purposes,'  approved  March 
third,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-five,  and  also  section  five  of  an  act  entitled  'An  act 
making  additional  grant  of  lands  to  the  State  of  Minnesota  in  alternate  seotiouB  to  aid 
in  the  constmction  of  railroads  in  said  State/  approved  July  fourth,  eighteen  him- 
dred  and  sixty-six,  so  far  as  said  sections  are  applicable  to  lands  embraced  within  tiie 
indemnity  limits  of  said  grants,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  repealed. 

No  selection  of  the  land  has  been  made  on  account  of  said  main  line, 
but  the  company's  claim  to  the  same  is  based  upon  the  gronnd  that  the 
land  inured  to  it  under  the  grant  made  on  account  of  the  StYincent 
Extension  of  said  road.  Upon  the  definite  location  of  that  line,  filed 
and  accepted  on  December  19, 1871,  the  land  herein  involved  &lls  wiHiin 
the  primary,  or  granted,  limits. 

In  the  case  of  this  company  against  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  BaQ- 
way  Company  (13  L.  D.,  440),  it  was  held  that: 

The  grant  for  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  was  made  by  the  act  of  ICaroh  8^  1871  (IB 
Stats.,  688),  and  in  considering  the  question  as  to  the  plan  to  be  followed  In  the  ad- 
justment of  the  grants  for  the  Manitoba  Company,  it  was  held  by  this  Department, 
June  10, 1891  (18  L.D.,  849),  and  again  upon  review,  October  1, 1891  (18  L.D.,868), 
that  the  grant  for  the  St.  Vincent  Extension  of  the  St.  Paul,  Mbmeapolis  and  Hani- 
toba  fiailway  is  a  new  grant,  made  by  act  of  Congress,  subsequent  in  date  to  those 
by  which  the  original  grant  was  made  for  the  '  main  line,'  and  it  tbeiefoie  fdlows 
that  the  grant  for  said  extension  should  not  be  adjusted  in  ognnectlfln  with  the  othar 
grants  as  an  entirety. 

The  grant  for  this  line  being  a  new  grant,  to  be  adjusted  separately 
from  the  <^main  Une,"  the  question  arises:  Does  the  reservation  fbr  in* 
demnity  purposes,  on  account  of  the  main  line,  serve  to  defeat  the 
grant  for  the  branch  lineT    I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  does. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1871  (16  Stat,  688),  provides  as  follows: 

That  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  may  so  alter  its  branch  linssllia^ 
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instead  of  constructing  a  road  from  Crow  Wing  to  St.  Vincent,  and  from  St.  Cloud 
to  the  waters  of  Lake  Superior,  it  may  locate  and  constmct,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  line 
fh)m  Crow  Wing  to  Brainerd,  to  intersect  with  the  Korthem  Paoiflc  Railroad,  and 
from  St.  Clond  to  a  point  of  intersection  with  the  line  of  the  original  grant  at  or 
near  Otter  Tail  or  Bush  Lake,  so  as  to  form  a  more  direct  route  to  St.  Yinoent,  with 
the  same  proportional  grant  of  lands  to  be  taken  in  the  same  manner  along  said 
altered  lines,  as  if  provided  for  the  present  lines  by  existing  laws. 

It  is  Tumecessaiy  here  to  recite  all  of  the  facts  bearing  upon  the  his- 
tory of  the  grants  made  to  aid  in  the  construction  .of  the  several  lines 
owned  and  operated  by  the  St.  Paul  and  Paciflc,  now  the  St  Paul, 
Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Eailway  Company;  suffice  it  to  say,  that 
these  grants  were  made  by  the  acts  of  March  3,  1867  (11  Stat.,  195), 
March  3,  1865  (8upra)j  and  March  3, 1871  (stipra). 

The  3d  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1865  [supra)^  is  as  follows: 

That  any  and  all  lands  heretofore  reserved  to  the  United  States  by  any  act  of 
Congress,  or  in  any  other  manner  by  competent  authority,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding 
in  any  object  of  internal  improvement  or  other  porpoee  whatever,  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby,  reserved,  and  excepted  firom  the  operations  of  this  act,  except  so  far  ae 
may  be  fonnd  necessary  to  locate  the  rente  of  said  road  through  such  reserved  lands, 
in  which  ease  the  right  of  way  shall  be  granted,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States. 

The  grant  made  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1871  {9iipra)y  for  the  St,  Yin- 
cent  Extension,  is  ^'  the  same  proportional  grant  of  lands  to  be  taken 
in  the  same  manner  along  said  altered  lines,  as  is  provided  for  the 
present  lines  by  existing  laws."  This  grant,  therefore,  carried  the  con- 
dition above  quoted  taken  from  the  act  of  March  3, 1865  (snpra). 

In  the  case  of  the  Wisconsin  Central  Bailroad  Company  (10  L.  D., 
63),  it  was  held  that  lands  reserved,  by  executive  order,  for  indemnity 
purposes,  under  the  grant  of  June  3, 1856  (11  Stat,  20),  are  by  the  ex- 
press terms  of  section  6,  act  of  May  5, 1864  (13  Stat.,  66),  reserved  and 
excluded  fi*om  the  grant  made  by  section  3  of  said  act. 

The  language  of  section  6,  here  referred  to,  is  identical  with  section 
3  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1865  {supra)^  before  quoted,  and  while  in  the 
Wisconsin  Central  case  the  withdrawal  was  but  an  executive  order,  in 
the  present  case  it  was  directed  by  the  act  making  the  grant,  and  re- 
quired congressional  action  before  the  withdrawal  could  be  revoked. 

It  is  urged  by  the  company  that  the  grant  for  its  main  and  branch 
lines  is  an  entirety  and  indivisible;  hence,  the  withdrawal  on  account 
of  one  line  can  not  be  held  to  be  a  reservation  against  the  other,  but  it 
has  already  been  decided  that  the  grant  made  by  the  act  of  March  3, 
1871  {8upra)y  is  a  new  grant,  referring  to  but  distinguishable  from  the 
grant  for  the  ^^  main  line,"  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  fact  that  one 
company  succeeds  to  several  grants  gives  that  company  greater  privi- 
leges under  the  same  than  might  have  been  ei\joyed  by  several  com- 
panies. 

This  land  having  been  reserved  by  Congress  to  satisiy  one  grant 
would  not  be  included  in  a  subsequent  grant,  even  though  in  terms 
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there  bad  been  bo  exception  made  of  it.    Wilcox  v,  Jackson,  13  Pet, 
498. 

Tbis  tract  was  listed  by  tbe  State  as  swamp  land,  in  1876,  but  said 
list,  it  apx)ears,  was  canceled  upon  tbe  application  of  Tbunie,  and,  on 
August  11, 1880,  he  made  homestead  entry  of  tbe  land. 

A  large  portion  of  the  argument  on  both  sides  is  devoted  to  the  ques- 
tion as  to  tbe  effect  of  tbe  claim  made  on  account  of  the  swamp  grant 
upon  tbe  railroad  grant,  but  without  passing  upon  that  question,  it 
being  unnecessary  to  tbe  determination  of  this  case,  I  am  of  tbe  opinion 
that  this  company  has  no  claim  to  this  tract  on  account  of  tbe  grant 
for  its  main  line,  not  having  made  selection  thereof,  and  tiiat  having 
been  excepted  ^m  tbe  grant  for  the  St.  Vincent  Ext^ision  by  reason 
of  the  reservation  created  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1865  {8upra)y  it  was,  upon  tbe  revocation  of  said  withdrawal  and  the 
restoration  of  tbe  lands,  subject  to  entry  as  other  public  lands.  Prior 
to  this  time,  however,  Thunie  had  been  i>ermitted  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  the  land. 

This  was  error,  but  having  been  allowed,  it  will  be  permitted  to  stand 
as  of  tbe  date  of  restoration,  and  your  decision  holding  the  same  for 
cancellation  is  reversed.  Mudgett  v.  Dubuque  and  Sioux  City  B.  B. 
Co.,  8  L.  D.,  243. 


INDIAN  HOMISSTBAB  ENTRT^ACT  OF  JUNE  10,  1879. 

AlSH-KA-BWAW  V.  SCHLUTTENHOFEB. 

An  Indian  homestead  entry  made  under  the  act  of  June  10, 1872,  improperly  can- 
celed on  a  charge  of  abandonment  should  be  re-instated,  the  intervening  ad- 
verse claims  excluded,  and  opportunity  given  to  show  additional  compliance  with 
law. 

First  AsHsttmt  Secretary  Clumdler  to  the  OommisHaner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  Ma/y  18j  1892. 

On  November  1, 1872,  Mary  Aisb-ka-bwaw  made  homestead  entry 
(So.  5329)  for  tbe  8.  E.  J  of  tbe  S.  W.  J  section  9,  T.  34  K.  E.  6  W.,  at 
Traverse  City,  (now  Grayling)  Micbigan.  Sbe  beld  a  certificate  dated 
Angast  30, 1872,  signed  by  Indian  Agent  George  I.  Betts,  tbat  sbe  was 
a  member  of  tbe  tribe  of  Indians  known  as  tbe  ^^  Ottawas  and  Cbippe- 
was  of  Micbigan,"  tbat  sbe  was  of  Aill  age,  bad  never  made  a  selection 
or  purcbafie  of  land  under  tbe  treaty  of  July  31, 1855  (11  Stat,  621), 
and  tbat  sbe  was  entitled,  under  tbe  provisions  of  an  act  of  Congress, 
approved  June  10, 1872  (17  Stat.,  381),  entitled  "  An  act  for  tbe  restora- 
tion to  market  of  certain  lands  in  Micbigan"  to  a  homestead  entry 
upon  tbe  lands  covered  by  said  treaty  and  undisposed  of.  This  ceiiafl- 
cate  was  sufficient  to  support  tbe  entry  in  its  inception.  (See  Indian 
Homesteads  4  L.  D.,  143, 1  C.  L.  L.,  709).    Said  township  34,  north  of 
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range  6  west,  was  a  part  of  the  land  covered  by  said  treaty  and  with- 
drawn from  sale  for  the  benefit  of  said  Indians  (11  Stat.,  621,  Art.  1 
Par.  4).  By  the  act  of  June  10, 1872,  all  the  lands  remaining  undis- 
posed of  in  the  reservation  made  by  said  treaty  were  to  be  restored  to 
luarket  by  proper  notice,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  Section  2  of  said  act  provided  as  follows: 

That  said  nnoccnpied  lands  shaU  be  open  to  homestead  entry  for  six  months  from 
the  passage  of  this  act  by  Indians  only  of  said  tribes  who  shall  have  not  made  selec- 
tions or  purchases  under  said  treaty,  including  such  members  of  said  tribes  as  have 
become  of  age  since  the  expiration  of  the  ten  years  named  in  the  treaty;  and  any  In- 
dian so  entitled  shaU  be  permitted  to  make  his  homestead  entry  at  the  local  office 
within  the  six  months  aforesaid  of  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  or 
one-quarter  section  of  minimum^  or  eighty  acres  of  double  minimum  land,  on  making 
proper  proof  of  his  right  under  such  rules  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Seoretaiy  of 
the  Interior. 

(Tnder  this  provision  Mary  Aish-ka-bwaw,  within  six  months  from 
the  passage  of  said  act,  made  the  entry  of  said  forty  acres,  which  had 
the  efiect  to  continue  said  land  in  reservation  and  prevent  it  from  being 
restored  to  market  as  enacted  in  section  5  oi  said  act,  which  provides: 

That  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  said  six  months  the  Secretary  shall  pro- 
ceed to  restore  the  remaining  lands  to  market  by  public  notice  of  not  less  than  thirty 
days^  and  after  such  restoration  they  shaU  be  subject  to  the  general  laws  governing 
the  disposition  of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  evident  that  the  land  so  entered  by  the  above  named  Indian  was 
not  subject  to  settlement  under  ^Hhe  general  laws  governing  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  public  lands,"  and  therefore  not  subject  to  contest  by  any- 
one claiming  to  be  a  settler  under  said  ^^  general  laws.'' 

Nathan  J.  Tracy,  however,  contested  said  entry  on  the  ground  of 
abandonment  and  on  May  20, 1875,  the  local  of&cers  advertised  that  a 
hearing  would  be  held  before  them  on  July  28, 1875,  with  a  view  to  the 
eancellation  of  said  entry.  The  hearing  was  had  and  two  witnesses 
were  produced  and  sworn  on  behalf  of  the  contestant,  going  to  show 
such  abandonment.  No  evidence  appears  to  have  been  produced  on 
behalf  of  the  Indian,  and  the  entry  was  canceled  for  abandonment  on 
December  24, 1875. 

On  July  8, 1876,  Liberty  J.  Ingalls  made  homestead  entry  (No.  7434) 
for  said  land,  which  was  canceled  on  relinquishment  December  1, 1876. 
On  January  2, 1877,  David  J.  Cook  made  homestead  entry  (No.  7951) 
lor  said  tract,  and  on  April  5, 1878,  commuted  the  entry  to  cash  by 
military  bounty  land  warrant  No.  1378,  register  and  receiver  No.  600, 
and  transferred  the  land  the  next  day  (April  6, 1878)  by  warranty  deed 
to  Mary  A.  Schluttenhofer,  the  present  party  contesting  said  Indian 
entry. 

By  the  act  of  March  3, 1876,  (18  Stat.,  616)  the  act  of  June  10, 1872, 
was  amended  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior — 

to  cause  patents  to  issne  to  three  hundred  and  twenty  members  of  the  Ottawa  and 
Chippewa  Indians  of  Michigan,  for  the  selections  found  to  have  been  made  by  thenii 
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but  which  were  not,  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act  regalarly  reported  and  recog- 
nized by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the 
remainder  of  said  lands  not  disposed  of,  and  not  valnable  mainly  for  pine  timber 
shall  be  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  laws  for  one  year  from  the  passage  of 
this  act. 

The  name  of  Mary  Aish-ka-bwaw  does  not  appear  in  this  list  of  three 
hundred  and  twenty  Indians,  bnt  her  entry  seems  to  come  within  the 
spirit  and  letter  of  said  act,  as  the  land  covered  by  her  entry  was 
thereby  "disiwsed  of,''  and  therefore  not  "  subject  to  entry  under  the 
homestead  laws",  as  therein  provided.  The  act  of  May  23, 1876,  (19 
Stat.,  55)  again  amended  the  act  of  June  10, 1872,  by  providing  that 
^^the  remainder  of  said  lands  not  disposed  of,  and  not  valuable  mainly 
for  pine  timber,  shall  be  subject  to  entry  under  the  homestead  laws." 

It  thus  appears  that  it  was  the  policy  of  Congress  to  protect  the 
lands  "disposed  of"  from  the  application  of  the  homestead  laws. 

On  March  14, 1877,  this  Department  directed  a  suspension  of  action 
upon  certain  contested  Indian  homestead  entries  in  Ionia  and  Traverse 
City  districts  in  Michigan  upon  complaint  and  representation  that  ad« 
vantage  was  being  taken  of  the  ignorance  of  the  Indians  as  to  the 
requirements  of  the  land  laws.    (4  L.  D.,  143). 

Subsequently  special  agent  E.  J.  Brooks,  investigated  the  present 
and  other  contested  Indian  entries,  and  by  reaaon  of  his  report  of  De- 
cember 27,  1877,  a  bill  was  introduced  April  21,  1879,  in  Congress 
to  confirm  said  entries.  It  did  not  however,  become  a  law  and  on 
September  7, 1885,  this  Department  recalled  the  former  suspension  and 
directed  ^^  a  fair  examination  of  the  pending  cases  upon  the  merits  of 
each  as  it  shall  be  reached."    (4  L.  D.,  144). 

Under  these  instructions  the  entry  of  this  Indian  was  reinstated  and 
by  your  letter  of  October  10, 1887,  you  directed  that  she  be  advised 
that  she  would  be  allowed  to  submit  final  proof  in  support  thereofl 
Her  final  proof  was  submitted  June  15, 1888,  and  transmitted  to  yon. 
By  your  letter  of  February  10, 1891,  you  held  "she  had  complied  with 
the  homestead  law  as  to  residence  and  cultivation,  from  the  date  of  her 
entry  until  its  cancellation,  a  period  of  three  years,  one  month  and 
twenty-four  days,"  and  you  directed  that  she  should  be  advised  "that 
when  she  can  show  further  residence  and  cultivation  of  the  land  in 
question  for  such  a  period  of  time  as  will,  with  the  time  already  shown, 
make  a  period  of  five  years  as  is  required  by  law,  she  may  submit  sup- 
plemental proof  of  such  residence  and  cultivation"  and  held  the  entry 
of  said  Cook  for  cancellation. 

An  appeal  has  been  taiken  to  this  Department. 

By  the  treaty  of  1855,  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  Indian  agent  to 
make  lists  of  "  the  names  of  all  persons  entitled  to  land  under  its  pro- 
visions. By  some  oversight  or  neglect  the  name  of  Mary-Aish-ka- 
bwaw  with  others,  was  omitted  from  the  list,  and  she  was  prev^ited 
from  making  a  selection  of  land  under  the  treaty.  If  she  had  been  listed 
and  had  made  a  selection  of  land  thereafter  tiie  United  States  would 


DECISIONS   RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS.  651 

bave  held  the  same  '^in  trust"  for  her,  and  a  certificate  would  have 
been  issued  ^'  guaranteeing  and  securing  "  to  her  the  ^^  possession  and 
an  ultimate  title  to  the  land." 

This  shows  that  the  XJnited  States  was  to  act  the  part  of  a  trustee  for 
these  wards  of  the  nation  in  respect  to  their  lands,  and  this  relation 
should  be  sustained  to  those  who  were  not  included  in  the  lists  that 
were  provided  for  by  the  treaty  as  well  as  to  those  who  were  included 
in  such  lists.  It  was  no  fault  of  this  Indian  that  she  was  not  allowed 
a  selection  originally. 

The  act  of  1872,  should  be  construed  liberally,  as  a  remedial  statute 
to  secure  the  rights  of  those  Indians  whose  rights  were  oTerlooked  or 
neglected  by  the  omission  of  their  names  from  said  list.  There  is  evi- 
dence in  the  record  going  to  show  that  this  Indian  was  driven  firom  her 
daim  and  her  house  torn  down,  that  she  could  not  speak  English,  and 
was  ignorant  of  her  rights,  and  knew  not  how  to  protect  them  and  was 
poor  and  Mendless. 

The  homestead  law  when  applied  to  an  Indian  should  be  construed 
with  reference  to  their  known  state  and  condition  in  life,  and  not  with 
the  strictness  applied  to  the  civilized  white  settler,  (Indian  Homesteads 
4  L.  D.  144).  The  transferee  in  this  case  bought  a  doubtful  claim  at 
best  and  took  the  risk  of  its  being  adjudged  to  this  member  of  her  own 
sex,  who,  though  uncivilized,  is  not  hereto  be  allowed  to  be  dispossessed 
of  any  of  her  rights. 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


BBSBBT  LAND  APPLICATION-AMOX7NT  OT  ACSBAOB. 

Ellen  B.  Yan  Elebox. 

A  desert  land  application  for  six  handled  and  forty  aoreSy  made  in  gooi  faith,  and 
accepted  prior  to  the  issnanoe  of  the  ciroolar  of  Ang^t  9, 1890,  nnder  the  arid 
land  aot,  though  iiregolar  in  the  matter  of  the  aooompanying  payment  and  not 
acted  upon  for  that  reason,  is  within  the  protecting  prorisionB  of  the  act  of  Au- 
gust 30, 1890,  and  not  subject  to  the  limitation  of  acreage  imposed  by  said  act. 

First  Assistant  Seoreto/ry  OhandJer  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Mwg  19  j  1892. 

On  July  18,  1890,  Oharles  B.  Eddy,  of  Bddy,  New  Mexico,  as  the 
agent  of  Mrs.  EUen  B.  Yan  Kleek  of  Denver,  Colorado,  forwarded  to 
the  receiver  of  the  local  land  office  at  Boswell,  fTew  Mexico,  the  desert 
land  application  of  Mrs.  Van  ESeeck  for  the  E.  ^  of  section  2,  and  the 
W.  ^  of  section  1,  T.  25,  B.  B.  28  east,  also  her  check  for  9160  drawn  on 
the  ^'  First  National  Bank  of  Denver,  XT.  B.  Depository,''  made  payable 
to  her  own  order,  and  certified  across  the  fiobce  of  said  check  ^^  (rood 
when  properly  endorsed. 

Thos.  Keblby,  Teller.^ 
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^id  ob^c^k  wa^  afterwards  endorsed  ^'  Pay  to  the  order  of  Frank  Les. 
^^t,  iRec^ver,  IT.  S.  Land  Office.  EUen  B.  Van  Eleeck^"  and  was  so 
certified  and  endorsed  when  forwarded  to  the  ireeeiver. 

The  appUcation  is  endorsed  as  ^^  Filed  Aug.  1,  ISOO^"  by  the  register 
aQ4  9l;»ted  the  post-office  address  of  Mrs.  V au  Kleeck.  Said  check  was 
deposited  in  the  bank  of  BosweU  to  the  credit  of  said  Frank  Le&aet, 
ra^iver,  ou  Angajst  2, 1890,  and  appaars,  by  the  endorsement  thereon, 
to  h£)»¥e  Ipi^en  actmilly  paid  by  the  bank  yipon  which  it  was  drawn  on 
Angast  9, 1890.  On  August  25^  1890,  the  said  receiver  was  paid  $160 
in  satisftetion  of  e^d  check  by  the  cashier  of  said  bank  of  BosweU. 

On  August  1$,  1890,  the  local  officers  were  notified  by  the  circular  <rf 
Aiilgust  9, 1^,  (11  L.  D.,  2^0)  of  the  withdrawal  of  aU  arid  lands  from 
MAtl^]^eiit»  On  September  13, 1890^  the  local  officers  were  notified  by 
circular  of  September  5, 1890,  (11  L.  D..,  296)  that  said  lands  were  re- 
op^n^d  tQ  settlement  to  the  extent  of  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres 
for  each  entry,  under  the  act  of  August  30, 1890  (26  Stat,  391). 

Cki  October  27, 1890,  the  said  receiver  addressed  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Van 
Eleeck  enclosed  in  a  letter  to  said  Eddy  in  which  he  says, 

Yonr  desert  application  for  (the  said  land)  was  Teoei\red  at  this  office  August  19, 
(1)  1890,  with  yonr  oheok  on  Denver  bank  for  the  amount  required,  but  the  check 
being  on  a  foreign  bank,  the  filing  could  not  be  received  and  put  to  record  until  tEi6 
bank  here  had  certified  to  the  validity  of  the  check.  During  that  time  a  circular  of 
the  General  Laud  Office  reduced  all  filings  to  the  amount  of  three  hundred  and 
twenty  acres,  and  your  entry  will  therefore  have  to  be  cut  down  to  that  amonnt. 
The  office  holds  your  filing  for  you  to  select  such  part  of  it  as  you  may  want,  and 
$80  will  be  refunded  to  you  as  soon  as  this  office  is  notified  of  your  exact  address,  or 
the  whole  amount  will  be  refunded  you,  if  you  so  desire. 

This  letter  does  not  appear  to  have  been  sent  to  her  by  said  Eddy. 

Mrs.  Van  Kleeck  makes  affidavit  that  not  hearing  anything  from  her 
application,  she,  on  December  17, 1890,  wrote  a  letter  to  said  receiver, 
inqniring  whether  her  application  and  check  had  been  received,  and  in 
reply  received  a  letter  dated  December  23, 1890,  enclosing  a  draft  for 
$160  in  payment  of  the  money  received  on  said  certified  check,  and  in- 
ibrming  her  that  the  local  office  could  "  not  issue  receipt  or  put  flliogs 
on  record  until  the  payment  therefor  is  made  in  lawful  money  of  the 
United  States" 

On  February  12, 1891,  $160  "  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States '^ 
was  tendered  to  the  receiver  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  and  request 
made  for  the  issuance  of  a  receipt  upon  said  application,  but  said  ap- 
plication was  formally  rejected. 

An  appeal  was  taken,  and  by  your  letter  of  April  23, 1891,  to  the 
local  officers,  you  affirmed  their  decision,  holding  that, 

When  the  application  was  presented  without  the  actual  money  neoessary  to  make 
the  payment  and  to  make  the  application  valid,  you  should  hare  rejected  it.  Vbtt 
should  not  hold  applications  in  abeyance  under  such  circumstances. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  to  this  Department. 
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The  said  act  of  Aa^pist  30, 1890,  provides  that  ao  much  of  the  act  of 
October  2, 1888, 

aft  piovides  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  public  lands  from  entry^  oocapation,  and  set- 
tleinenti  is  hereby  repealed,  and  all  entries  made,  or  clainis  initiated  in  good  faith 
and  valid  bnt  for  said  act,  shall  be  recognized  and  may  be  perfected  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  said  law  had  not  been  enacted. 

The  question  arises  whether  nnder  this  provision  there  was  a  '^  claim 
initiated  "  to  the  land  in  dispute  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  in  good 
£edth,  before  August  30, 1890,  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act  which 
would  have  been  "  valid  but  for  said  act''  of  October  2, 1888. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1877,  (19  Stat,  377),  provides 

that  it  shall  be  lawfhl  for  any  citizen  of  the  United  States,  ....  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  to  file  a  declaration  under  oath,  with  the  register 
and  receiver  ofthe  land  district,  ....  that  he  intendttoreclaim  a  tract  of  desert 
land,  not  exceeding  one  section,  by  conducting  water  upon  the  same  within  the 
period  of  three  years  thereafter. 

The  applicant  in  this  case  forwarded  by  mail  to  the  local  office  such 
a  declaration  accompanied  with  said  certified  check  in  payment. 

The  application  bears  the  indorsement,  '^  Filed  Aug.  1st,  1890.  W. 
B.  Gobean,  Eegister,"  and  the  check  is  indorsed  ^^  For  deposit  in  the 
Bank  of  Eoswell,  N.  M.  to  the  credit  of  Frank  Lesnet,  Eec'r,''  and  it 
was  deposited  in  said  bank  to  the  credit  of  said  receiver,  as  directed, 
and  was  paid  August  9, 1890  by  the  bank  upon  which  it  was  drawn. 
These  facts  show  that  the  local  officers  actually  received  the  check  as 
payment,  otherwise  they  had  no  right  to  allow  the  declaration  to  be 
filed.  The  payment  is  to  precede  the  fiUng  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of 
March  3, 1877,  above  cited. 

It  is  evident  that  the  local  officers  waived  the  irregularity  in  the 
mode  of  payment.  They  did  not  insist  upon  lawful  money  in  payment 
at  that  time.  The  proi>er  course  for  them  to  have  pursued  was  to  have 
rejected  the  application  and  to  have  notified  the  applicant,  in  which  event 
she  would  have  been  able  to  have  made  payment  in  lawfhl  money  be- 
fore August  16, 1890,  when  the  circular  was  received  withdrawing  arid 
lands  from  settlement,  and  thus  could  have  perfected  her  entry.  The 
local  officers  did  not  take  this  course,  however.  They  accepted  the 
check  and  filed  the  declaration,  and  the  question  now  is  not  whether 
the  local  officers  complied  with  the  strict  letter  of  the  law,  for  they  did 
not,  but  whether  Mrs.  Van  Kleeck 

"initiated  a  claim  in  good  faith  and  valid  but  for  said  act''  before  August  30,  1890. 
The  local  officers  ruled  in  effect  that  she  did  initiate  a  claim  in  good  faith  when  the 
question  was  before  them  for  decision  on  August  1, 1890.  Was  it  a  claim  **  valid  but 
ioT  said  act." 

The  circular  of  August  9, 1890  (11  L.  D.,  220-222)  instructed  the  local 
officers  as  follows: 

You  will,  therefore^  permit  no  entry  or  filing  of  any  lands  lying  within  the  arid 
regions  that  may  be  included  in  your  laud  district,  on  any  condition  wh  atever,  but 
will  promptly  reject  any  application  that  may  be  made  for  such  an  entry  or  filing, 
with  the  usual  right  of  appeal. 
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The  application  in  qnestion  liad  been  made  and  accepted  Angast  1, 
1890,  or  before  this  circular  was  issaed,  and  therefore  did  not  come 
within  its  inhibition  which  was  prosx>ectiYe  in  its  operation*  It  was  an 
application  not  to  be  made,  but  which  had  been  made.  This  circalar, 
therefore,  did  not  affect  it. 

On  September  13, 1890,  the  local  officers  received  thedrcolar  of  Sep- 
tember 5, 1890,  (11  L.  D.,  296)  which  embraced  the  enactment  of  Angust 
30,  1890,  and  they  were  notified  that  the  circular  of  August  9, 1890, 
was  rescinded.  Certainly  upon  the  receipt  of  this  circular  the  local 
officers  could  properly  have  "recognized"  and  "perfected"  said  claiiii 
"  in  the  same  manner  as  if  said  law  (of  October  2, 1888)  had  not  been 
enacted." 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  application  as  received,  for  six  hundred 
and  forty  acres,  should  be  passed  to  entry,  upon  the  I'eceipt  of  the 
money  therefor  which  has  been  tendered.    Your  judgment  is  reversed. 


BATLBOAB  LANDS— ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1887— BESIDBNGB. 

Fletoheb  ET  AL.  V,  Bbebeton. 

The  right  of  a  settler  to  perfect  title  under  the  proviso  to  section  5,  act  of  March  Z, 
1887;  defeats  the  claim  of  a  purchaser  from  the  railroad  company  under  the  body 
of  said  section. 

Prior  to  the  allowance  of  a  homestead  entry  the  applicant  is  not  required  to  main- 
tain residence  on  the  land  covered  by  his  application. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Cmnmissioner  of  the  General  Land  Officej  May  19, 

1892. 

On  June  15, 1885,  Stephen  W.  Brereton  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  of  KW  J,  section  15,  T.  2  S.,  E.  67  W.,  at  Denver,  Colorado. 

The  local  officers  rejected  this  application  because  said  land  is  in  ah 
odd-numbered  section,  and  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to 
the  Union  Pacific  Eailway  Company  by  the  act  of  July  1,  1862  (12 
Stat.,  489),  as  enlarged  by  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat.,  366). 

An  appeal  was  taken  by  Brereton  July  8, 1885,  and  by  your  letter  of 
May  3, 1887,  you  held  that  said  land  was  excepted  from  the  grant  to 
said  company,  and  on  appeal  therefrom  this  Department,  by  decision 
of  November  1, 1888  (unreported),  affirmed  your  judgment. 

On  November  26,  1888,  your  office  returned  Breieton's  homestead 
application  to  the  local  office,  with  instructions  to  allow  his  entry. 

On  December  19,  1888,  Brereton  made  homestead  entry  (No.  1352) 
for  said  tract,  and  on  July  13, 1889,  he  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to 
make  commutation  final  proof  on  September  2, 1889,  to  establish  hifl 
claim  to  said  land. 

On  May  11, 1889,  Donald  Fletcher  and  Albert  F.  Welch  filed  in  the 
local  office  a  notice  of  their  intention  to  establish  their  right  to  said 
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land  by  virtue  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March  3^  1887  (21  Stat., 
556),  and  under  instructions  of  February  13, 1889,  of  the  Gen^ul  Land 
Office,  under  said  act    (8  L. .  D.,  348) 

On  September  1, 1889,  said  Fletcher  and  Welch  filed  a  motion  that 
they  be  allowed  to  submit  testimony  that  they  were  bona  fide  purchas- 
ers of  said  land  and  had  a  prior  right  thereto,  and  also  a  protest  against 
the  allowance  of  the  final  proof  of  said  Brereton. 

On  September  2, 1889,  Brereton  submitted  his  final  proof  and  the 
hearing  was  adjourned  to  September  6, 1889,  when  he  and  his  witnesses 
were  cross-examined  by  the  protestants,  who  also  put  in  documentary 
evidence  in  support  of  their  rights  as  above  alleged. 

On  October  31, 1889,  the  local  officers  gave  their  opinion  that  said 
protest  should  be  sustained,  and  that  Brereton's  entry  should  be  oan« 
celed.  An  api>eal  was  taken,  and  by  your  letter  of  October  7, 1890, 
you  reversed  said  decision.    An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 

Both  parties  claim  the  land  under  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  March 
S,  1887,  which  is  as  follows : 

That  where  any  said  company  shall  have  sold  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  persons  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  such  citizens,  as  a  part  of  its 
grant,  lands  not  conveyed  to  or  for  the  nse  of  snoh  company,  said  lands  being  the 
nnmbered  sections  prescribed  in  the  grant,  and  being  coterminons  with  the  con* 
Btructed  parts  of  said  road,  and  where  the  lands  so  sold  are  for  any  reason  excepted 
iW>m  the  operation  of  the  grant  to  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawftil  for  the  bona  fide 
purchaser  thereof  from  said  company  to  make  payment  to  the  United  States  for  said 
lands  at  the  ordinary  government  price  for  like  lands,  and  thereupon  patents  shaU 
issue  therefore  to  said  bona  fide  purchaser,  his  heirs  or  assigns:  Provided,  That  aU 
lands  shall  be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  this  section  which  at  the  date  of  snch 
sales  were  in  the  bona  fide  occupation  of  adverse  claimants  under  the  pre-emption  or 
homestead  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  whose  claims  and  occupation  have  not 
since  been  voluntarily  abandoned,  as  to  which  excepted  lands  the  said  pre-emption 
and  homestead  claimants  shall  be  permitted  to  perfect  their  proofs  and  entries  and 
receive  patents  therefor :  Proridedfuriher,  That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  lands 
settled  upon  subsequent  to  the  first  day  of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
two,  by  persons  claiming  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United 
States,  as  to  which  lands  the  parties  claiming  the  same  as  aforesaid  shaU  be  entitled 
to  prove  up  and  enter  as  in  other  like  cases. 

The  protestants  claim  the  right  to  purchase  said  tract  from  the 
United  States  under  the  body  of  said  section,  as  purchasers  from  said 
company  through  intermediate  conveyances,  while  Brereton  claims  to 
be  entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  said  land  under  the  settlement  laws 
of  the  United  States,  under  the  second  proviso  to  said  section. 

If  Brereton's  contention  is  sustained,  and  he  is  found  to  have  initiated 
a  right  to  the  land  which  is  recognized  and  protected  by  the  terms  of 
Bald  second  proviso,  then  the  body  of  the  section  has  no  application  to 
the  case,  as  expressly  provided,  and  the  title  to  the  tract  derived  by  the 
protestants  from  said  railway  company  is  unaffected  by  the  act  and 
therefore  invalid,  because  the  company  had  no  title  to  convey,  as  al- 
ready decided.  Has  then  Brereton  a  right  to  the  land  which  is  pro- 
tected by  said  proviso)    If  he  has,  it  ends  the  contest. 
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In  the  case  of  the  Ohicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  By. 
Co«  (11  L.  IX,  607,  611),  this  proviso  was  oonstraed  as  follows: 

Said  proviso  applies  only  to  fche  case  of  lands,  whicli  at  the  date  of  the  paaaageof 
the  act  had  been  'settled  npon '  subsequent  to  December  1, 1882,  by  parties  claiming 
in  good  faith  »  right  to  enter  the  same  under  the  settlement  laws,  in  ignorance  of 
the  rights  or  equities  of  others  in  the  premises. 

Brereton  tendered  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry  on  Jane 
15, 1885,  and  testified  at  the  hearing  that  he  made  a  ])ersonal  settle- 
ment on  the  land  June  5, 1885,  by  hanling  Inmber  and  brick  npon  the 
land  and  laying  a  foundation  for  a  honse  thereon,  with  the  intention  of 
making  it  his  home.  These  acts  were  sufficient  to  giye  notice  to  the 
world  that  he  had  ^<  settled  upon "  the  land,  with  the  intention  of 
making  it  his  home  under  the  settlement  laws  of  the  United  Stat€& 
Franklin  v.  Murch  (10  L.  D.,  682) ;  Bowman  v.  Davis  (12  L.  D.,  416). 

The  laying  of  a  foundation  for  a  house  was  a  very  appropriate  and 
significant  mode  of  giving  notice  that  he  intended  to  make  his  home 
there.  He  afterwards  followed  up  this  initiatory  step  by  making  im- 
provements, which  at  the  date  of  the  hearing  he  estimated  to  be  of  tlie 
value  of  $2,200.  In  1885  he  used  the  land  for  grazing  purposes.  In 
1886  he  enclosed  it  with  a  fence.  In  March  1887  he  built  a  stable  for 
his  cattle.  In  1888  he  bmlt  a  house  twenty-eight  by  forty-seven  feet, 
and  moved  into  it  on  November  19, 1888,  and  moved  his  household  fur- 
niture and  family  there  December  26, 1888,  and  they  have  lived  there 
continuously  ever  since.  He  further  testified  that  he  did  not  know  that 
any  one,  other  than  said  railway  company,  claimed  the  ownership  of 
this  land  till  July  1889.  He  had  at  the  date  of  hearing  a  barn,  a  well, 
a  hundred  acres  in  crop,  with  irrigating  ditches,  and  had  been  in  con- 
tinuous possession  of  the  land  from  June  1885. 

The  protestants  purchased  the  land  November  3, 1887,  but  did  not 
put  their  deed  upon  record  till  July  18, 1888.  Prior  to  the  date  of  their 
purchase  you  had  decided  that  this  land  was  excepted  fipom  the  grant 
to  said  railway  company,  and  that  Brereton  should  be  allowed  to  enter 
it.  He  had  tendered  his  application  for  it,  had  fenced  it,  and  pat  a 
foundation  of  his  house  ux)on  it;  all  of  which  was  notice  to  them  of  his 
claim,  and  his  case  was  then  pending  before  this  Department  for  adju- 
dication. They  bought  the  land  subject  to  litigation,  and  took  the  risk 
of  an  adverse  decision.  The  equities  are  strongly  on  the  side  of  the  en- 
tryman. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  neither  said  railway 
company,  nor  their  assigns,  had  any  title  to  this  land,  as  it  was  exoepted 
from  said  grant.  As  Brereton  initiated  his  claim  to  the  land  in  June 
1885,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act,  he  was  only  obliged  to  follow 
up  his  initiatory  step  by  compliance  with  the  homestead  law  in  order  to 
be  entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  said  land.  It  is  contended  that  he  did 
not  comply  with  the  law  because  he  failed  to  reside  upon  the  land  while 
his  case  was  pending  for  decision,  but  it  is  well  settled  that  he  was  not 
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bound  to  reside  there  after  the  local  offices  had  rejected  his  application, 
until  the  question  whether  it  would  be  allowed  or  not  should  be  tinally 
determined.  Goodale  v.  Olney  (12  L.  D.,  324) ;  Eice  v.  Lenzshek  (13  L. 
D.,  154). 

In  a  contested  case  like  this  the  law  does  not  require  the  entryman, 
after  his  application  has  been  rejected,  to  spend  his  money  and  labor 
for  naught,  as  would  be  the  result  if  his  application  should  be  finally 
rejected  and  he  had  resided  upon  and  improved  the  land.  Brereton 
did  more  than  enough  to  show  that  he  claimed  the  land. 

Said  proviso  specially  provides  that  parties  claiming  to  enter  lands 
under  the  settlement  laws  <^  shall  be  entitled  to  prove  up  and  enter  as 
in  other  like  cases."  Brereton  has  shown  his  good  faith  by  his  continu- 
ous claim  to  the  land  in  face  of  a  long  litigation,  by  his  tenacious  de- 
fense of  his  rights,  his  continued  possession,  and  his  valuable  improve- 
ments. In  my  opinion  he  has  suf&cienly  complied  with  the  law  to 
bring  his  case  within  the  terms  of  said  proviso,  and  his  final  proof 
should  be  accepted,  and  his  entry  passed  to  patent. 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Thbookmoeton  v.  Woemouth. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  departmental  decision  of  October  24^  1891, 
13  L.  D.,  448,  denied  by  Secretary  IToble,  May  20, 1892. 


PRIVATB  Cl-AIM—lUfi-STJBVKT— PATENT. 

Eanoho  Ausaymus. 

The  Department  has  no  anthorlty  to  order  the  re-annrey  of  a  patented  prirate  olaiin 
while  the  pfatent  therefor  is  outstanding. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  JJa/nd  Office,  May 

20, 1892. 

The  appeal  of  M.  Malarine  from  your  decision  of  Febmary  26, 189t», 
in  the  matter  of  the  resnrvey  of  the  Bancho  Ansaymns  Y  San  Felipe 
situated  in  Oalifomia,  brings  the  case  before  this  Departknait  for  con- 
sideration. 

Said  rancho  was  originally  Ranted  by  the  Mexican  anthorities  in 
1836;  confirmed  by  the  board  of  land  commissioners  for  California, 
July  6, 1853,  and  by  the  United  States  district  court,  October  10, 1855, 
which  action  became  final  in  the  absence  of  an  appeal;  was  surveyed 
by  Deputy  Washington  in  April,  1838,  and  patented  September  18, 1858. 

A  few  months  after  the  survey  of  the  rancho  the  same  deputy  run 
the  south  boundary  of  township  10  S.,  E.  6  E.,  which  practically  closed 
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the  public  Borvey  on  the  grant  lines  where  the  same  coincided;  the 
northeast  comer  thereof  marked  F.  P.  No.  3,  on  the  grant  plat  btinga 
common  comer.  In  1877  Deputy  Benson  surveyed  a  portion  of  the 
boundary  of  said  township  and  re-established  the  corner  F.  P.  BTo.  3  in 
accordance  with  the  calls  of  Washington's  two  surveys.  In  1879  Dqputy 
Herrman  surveyed  township  11  S.  B.  6  B.,  which  survey  was  approved. 
This  survey  indicated  that  those  formerly  made  located  the  eastern 
line  of  the  grant  too  far  to  the  west. 

When  and  how  the  grant  claimant  first  asserted  a  right  to  the  strip 
of  about  three  hundred  acres  thus  found  to  be  east  of  the  eastern  line 
of  the  grant,  as  surveyed  by  Washington,  and  asserted  to  belong  to  it 
by  Herrman,  does  not  clearly  appear.  But  it  seems  that  a  protest 
against  such  right  was  made  by  parties  claiming  as  settlers.  Upon  an 
investigation  made  by  your  office  into  the  matter,  the  surveyor  general 
of  Oalifomia  was  advised,  on  January  25, 1884,  that  F.  P.  Ko.  3,  or  the 
northeast  comer  of  the  grant,  is  properly  located  by  the  surveys  of 
Washington  and  Benson;  that  F.  P.  ISo.  2,  or  the  southeast  comer  of 
the  grant  as  located  by  Washington,  is  approximately  correct,  though 
not  exact;  that  the  bearing  of  the  south  boundary  is  incorrect  and 
should  be  further  north;  and,  it  was  said,  that  said  comers  should  be 
re-established  in  strict  accordance  with  Washington's  original  surveys. 
Subsequently  the  surveyor  general  was  directed  to  carry  out  the  ex- 
pressed views  of  your  office  and  to  cause  the  lines  of  the  public  surveys 
to  be  closed  upon  the  grant  boundaries,  if  found  expedient.  Accord- 
ingly a  contract  was  made  with  F.  P.  McGray  to  mark  and  establish  aD 
lines  necessary  for  a  resurvey  of  the  east  boundaiy  of  the  rancho  and 
the  closing  of  the  public  surveys  thereon. 

Upon  the  survey  and  report  of  McOray,  it  was  found  that  the  north- 
east comer  of  the  grant  as  surveyed  by  Washington,  and  the  same  comer 
as  established  by  him  in  his  township  survey  were  not  identical,  and 
therefore  that  the  public  surveys  could  not  be  dosed  upon  the  grant 
ines  in  accordance  with  instructions.  Thereupon  on  February  21, 
1888,  your  office  in  a  letter  to  the  surveyor  general  held  that  the  rancho 
survey  made  by  Washington,  having  been  approved  and  carried  into 
patent  ^^  has  precedence  under  the  law,"  and  tiiat  the  large  preponderence 
of  evidence  indicated  that  the  northeast  comer,  of  F.  P.  Ko.  3,  is  cor- 
rectly located  on  said  survey,  and  should  be  so  accepted.  Instractions 
were  given  to  run  the  line  of  the  east  boundary  from  said  point  south 
5, 67  west,  to  the  southeast  comer,  or  F.  P.  No.  2,  to  the  intersection 
of  the  south  boundary  of  the  Bancho;  in  regard  to  the  correct  rmming 
of  which  line  instructions  are  given,  which  need  not  be  here  recited. 

With  the  report  of  McGray  was  transmitted  a  suggestion  that  a  new 
line  be  adopted  as  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  grant,  which  would  di- 
vide nearly  equally  the  strip  in  controversy.  This  compromise,  it  waa 
stated,  would  be  satisfactory  to  all  parties  interested;  that  is,  settlen 
and  grant  owners.    Your  office  authorized  the  surveyor  general  "to  en- 
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ter  into  negotiationB  with  the  parties  in  interest"  as  suggested  and  as 
he  might  deem  that  ^^the  best  interests  of  the  government  oall  for  on- 
der  the  curcomstances,"  and  to  report  the  results  to  your  office. 

On  May  7, 1889,  the  sarveyor  general  reported  tiiat  he  had  thought 
it  best  to  have  a  meeting  of  all  parties  in  interest,  when  the  matter 
might  be  freely  discussed;  and  he  notified  said  parties  to  attend  at  his 
ofSce  on  February  15, 1889.  On  the  day  of  meeting  only  Mr.  Malarine 
and  his  attorney  appeared,  it  being  stated  by  the  former  that  the  other 
parties  had  agreed  to  withdraw  all  opposition  to  the  line  as  surveyed 
by  Herrman.  An  agreement  to  this  effect  was  filed  and  also  a  state- 
ment from  Malarine  asserting  his  claim  to  the  whole  strip,  as  located 
by  the  survey  of  township  11,  made  by  Herrman;  but  agreeing  to  waive 
said  claim  and  accept  a  line  parallel  to  the  Hemnan  line,  dividing  the 
contested  strip  in  half. 

Fpon  receipt  of  said  letter  and  papers  your  office,  on  February  26| 
1890,  stated  that  it  had  found  no  reason  to  justify  a  change  in  the  con* 
elusions  reached  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  east  line  of  the  grant  as 
fixed  by  Washington,  and  that  no  authority  was  known  by  which  to 
change  the  lines  of  said  survey  ^^  upon  which  patent  was  issued  under 
the  act  of  Congress." 

A  motion  for  review  of  said  decision  was  filed  in  behalf  of  Malarine, 
which  was  denied  by  your  office  on  December  16, 1890,  whereupon  the 
appeal  was  taken  which  is  now  being  considered. 

The  specifications  of  error  are  seven  in  number. 

The  first  alleges  error  in  holding  that  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
grant  was  properly  located  by  the  patent  survey  instead  of  accepting 
of  line  of  Herman  as  the  true  one: 

Second.  Error  in  rejecting  the  compromise  line  assented  to  by  both 
parties,  under  the  sanction  of  the  authority  conferred  on  the  surveyor 
general: 

Third.  That  after  having  encouraged  the  parties  to  believe  that  a 
compromise  line  would  be  accepted  it  was  uigust  and  inequitable  to  re- 
ject the  same. 

Fourth :  Because  the  effect  is  to  withhold  from  the  grant  claimant  the 
area  called  for  in  his  patent. 

Fifth.  Because  the  east  line  of  the  grant  as  patented  was  accepted 
prior  to  the  objections  filed  by  tbe  settlers,  which  objections  have  not 
been  withdrawn. 

The  answer  to  the  first  specification  of  error  is  tbsA  the  lands  within 
the  grant  as  surveyed  by  Washington,  having  been  patented  by  the 
United  States,  this  Department  no  longer  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
same,  and  consequently  has  no  authority  so  long  as  said  patent  is  out- 
standing, to  change  the  survey  on  which  the  same  is  based* 

The  second  and  third  spedflcations  relate  to  the  rejection  of  the  com- 
promise after  the  same  was  authorized.  It  is  sufficient  answer  to  say 
that  the  record  does  not  show  that  your  office  authorized  any  compro- 
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mise;  but  shows  that  it  merely  empowered  the  surveyor  general  to 
'^  enter  into  negotiations  "  as  suggested,  and  to  report  the  result  to  yom 
office;  and  that  npon  the  receipt  of  the  report  of  the  proposed  compro 
inise  it  was  promptly  rejected. 

To  the  fourth  specification  of  error  the  answer  is  complete  wbcn  it 
is  said  that  your  decision  does  not,  and  cannot,  withhold  from  the  grant 
owner  any  lands  called  for  by  his  patent,  for  the  all  sufficient  reason, 
before  stated,  that  title  to  the  same  has  passed  out  of  the  United  States 
and  this  Department  has  no  jurisdiction  or  control  over  the  same. 

The  fifth  specification  is  not  very  clearly  expressed.  It  seems  to 
charge  error  on  the  part  of  your  office  in  not  dismissing  the  objections 
filed  by  the  settlers  to  the  east  boundary  of  the  grant,  as  theretofore 
accepted  by  your  office  and  patented.  From  the  record  before  mc  I 
fail  to  learn  that  such  objections  have  been  filed.  As  I  understand  tiie 
ease,  the  protest  or  objections  of  the  settlers  were  in  opposition  to  the 
attempted  establishment  of  the  new  or  Herrman  line  as  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  grant,  instead  of  the  patented  line.  Against  this 
attempt  the  settlers  on  what  were  supposed  to  be  public  lands,  did 
protest,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do,  and  their  protest  was  properly  re- 
ceived. No  reason  is  now  seen  why  said  protest  should  not  remain  on 
your  records.  If,  however,  the  protest  is  against  ibe  east  line  of  the 
grant  as  patented,  it  would  be  utterly  ftitile,  as  the  Department  cannot 
under  present  circumstances,  for  the  reasons  before  stated,  interfere 
with  or  change  those  lines,  and  the  protest  cannot  prejudice  the  rights 
of  the  grant  claimants,  if  retained  by  you. 

On  a  fdll  consideration  of  the  matters  presented  by  the  record,  I  find 
no  ceason  which  will  justify  the  reversal  of  your  judgment.  The  same 
is  hereby  affirmed. 


ENTBJOSS  OF  PUBIilC  LAND  FOB  PARK  AND  CEMBTSBT  PUBPOSES. 

ClEOULAB. 

Depabtmbkt  of  the  Iktebiob, 

Gen£:&al  Land  Office, 
Waxhingtony  D.  0.,  May  23^  1892. 

Registers  and  Receivers^  United  States  Land  Offices, 

Gentlemen:  The  act  of  Congress  entitled  "  An  act  to  authorize  entry 
of  public  lands  by  incorporated  cities  and  towns  for  cemetery  and  park 
purposes,"  approved  September  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  602),  provides— 

That  incorporated  cities  and  towns  shall  have  the  right,  onder  roles  and  regnla- 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  purchase  for  cemetery  and  park 
purposes  not  exceeding  one-qnarter  section  of  pnblie  lands  net  reserred  fbr  public 
lue,  snch  lands  to  be  within  three  miles  of  such  dUM  or  towns:  Prwfidei,  Thai 
when  such  city  or  town  is  situated  within  a  mining  district^  the  land  proposed  to  b« 
taken  under  this  act  shall  be  considered  as  mineral  landB,  and  patent  td  such  land 
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sb^U  not  authorize  snch  city  or  town  to  extract  mineral  therefrom,  bnt  all  such 
mineral  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States,  and  Buoh  reservation  shall  be  entered 
in  such  patent. 

Pursuant  to  the  foregoing,  I  have  prepared  the  following  rules  and 
regulations  for  your  observance  and  guidance,  to  wit: 

1,  The  right  of  entry  under  said  act  is  restricted  to  incorporated 
cities  and  towns,  and  such  cities  and  towns  shall  be  allowed  to  make 
but  one  entry  of  contiguous  tracts  of  unreserved  and  unappropriated 
public  land,  not  exceeding  a  quarter-section  in  area,  all  of  which  must 
lie  within  three  miles  of  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  or  town  for 
which  the  entry  is  made. 

•  2.  If  the  public  surveys  have  not  been  extended  over  the  land  sought 
by  any  city  or  town  under  the  provisions  of  said  act,  it  shall  first  be 
necessary  for  the  proper  corporate  authority  to  apply  to  the  surveyor- 
general  of  the  district  in  which  the  tract  in  question  is  located,  for  a 
special  survey  of  the  outboundaries  of  such  tract.  The  application 
should  describe  the  character  of  the  land  sought  to  be  surveyed  and, 
as  accurately  as  possible,  Its  area  and  geographical  location.  Tracts 
covered  by  such  special  surveys  must  be  as  nearly  as  practicable  in 
square  form,  and  entries  of  the  same  wiU  not  be  allowed  until  after 
the  surveys  shall  have  been  approved  by  the  surveyor-general  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office.  The  current 
appropriation  for  ^<  surveying  the  public  lands"  being  applicable  to  the 
survey  of  ^^Unes  of  reservations,"  as  well  as  to  the  extension  of  the 
ordinary  lines  of  the  system  of  public-land  surveys,  the  cost  of  the  sur» 
veys  of  all  unsurveyed  lands  selected  under  the  provisions  of  said  act 
of  September  30, 1890,  will  be  paid  for  out  of  said  appropriation,  the 
same  as  tbe  special  surveys  of  the  outboundaries  of  town  sites  and  for 
like  reasons  (see  case  of  Fort  Pierre,  18  0.  L.  O.,  117),  and  the  depu- 
ties employed  by  the  surveyor-general  to  execute  such  special  surveys 
will  report  whether  the  land  is  either  mineral  in  character  or  within  an 
organized  mining  district. 

3.  An  entry  for  the  purposes  indicated  herein  can  only  be  made  by 
the  mayor  of  an  incorporated  city  or  town,  or,  if  in  any  instance  there 
be  no  such  officer,  then  the  entry  may  be  made  by  the  board  of  town 
trustees.  And  in  all  cases  such  entries  will  be  made  and  patents  issued 
to  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  towns  taking  advantage  of  the  pro- 
visions of  said  act,  in  trust  for  the  use  of  such  town,  for  the  specific 
purpose  or  purposes  mentioned  therein,  as  the  case  may  be. 

4.  The  land  must  be  paid  for  at  the  government  price  per  acre,  after 
proof  has  been  furnished  satisfactorily  showing — 

First  Six  weeks'  publication  of  notice  of  intention  to  make  entry,  in 
the  same  manner  as  in  homestead  and  other  cases. 

Second.  The  official  character  and  authority  of  the  officer  or  officers 
making  the  entry. 

Third,  A  certificate  of  the  officer  having  custody  of  the  record  of  in- 
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coiporation,  setting  forth  the  fact  and  date  of  incorporation  of  the  city 
or  town  for  which  entry  is  to  be  made,  and  the  extent  and  location  of 
its  corporate  limits. 

Fourth.  The  testimony  of  the  applicant  and  two  published  witnesses 
to  the  effect  that  the  land  applied  for  is  vacant  and  unappropriated  by 
any  other  party,  and  as  to  whether  the  same  is  either  mineral  in  char- 
acter or  located  within  an  organized  mining  district. 

Fifth,  In  case  the  land  applied  for  is  described  by  metes  and  bounds 
as  established  by  a  special  survey  of  the-  same,  that  the  applicant  and 
two  of  the  published  witnesses  have  testified  from  personal  knowledge 
obtained  by  observation  and  measurements,  that  the  land  to  be  entered 
is  wholly  within  three  miles  of  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  or  town 
for  which  entry  is  to  be  made. 

5.  Entries  under  this  act  will  receive  the  current  number  of  the  cash 
series  of  entries,  and,  in  all  cases,  the  cash  certificate  (Form  "So.  4-189.) 
should  contain  the  fall  name  of  the  entryman  or  of  each  member  of  the 
board  of  entrymen,  with  the  official  designation  as  the  case  may  be, 
and  the  last  clause  thereof  should  be  modified  so  as  to  guarantee  to  the 
entryman  or  board  of  entrymen  a  patent  in  this  wise: 

JTot^?,  there/ore,  he  it  Jmown^  that  on  presentation  of  this  certificate 
to  the  COMMISSIONEE  OF  THE  GEKEKAL  LAND  OFFICE,  the 

said ,  Mayor  of ,  (or ^  and 

,Board  of  Trustees  of ^ ^  or  other  qualified  corporate 

authorities,  as  the  case  may  be),  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  patent  for 

the  tract  above  described,  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  occupants  of , 

,  for  park  and  cemetery  purposes  (or  either  purpose  as  the  case 

may  be),  as  authorized  by  the  act  entitled  "An  act  to  authorize  entry 
of  public  lands  by  incorporated  cities  and  towns  for  cemetery  and  park 
purposes,'^  approved  September  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  602). 

6.  If  any  land  covered  by  a  cash  certificate  issued  under  the  fore- 
going provisions,  is  either  mineral  in  character  or  within  an  organized 
mining  district,  the  above-indicated  modification  of  the  last  clause  of 
such  certificate  shall  be  enlarged  by  adding  to  the  close  thereof  the 
following  exception,  to  wit: 

Provided^  That  no  title  shall  be  hereby  acquired  to  any  mineral  de- 
posits within  the  limits  of  the  above-described  tract  of  land,  all  such 
deposits  therein  being  reserved  as  the  property  of  the  United  State* 
Very  respectfully, 

Thos.  H.  Gabteb, 

Chmmi^iioner. 
Approved,  May  23, 1892: 
John  W.  Noble, 

Beoretary. 
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BONING  CLAIM-PUBIilCATION  OF  NOTICE-BQUITABLB  ACTION. 

Alabama  Quastz  Mine. 

Where  fhe  pn'blislied  notice  of  application  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  in  the  matter 
of  description^  but  the  poeted  notice  is  in  dne  form^  the  defect  may  be  cured  by 
equitable  action  in  the  absence  of  protest  or  adverse  claim. 

The  case  of  Hoffman  et  al,  v,  Yenard  eU  al,  cited  and  distin^piished. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oenerai  Land  Office,  May 

23, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Waterloo  and  Oro  Grande  Min- 
ing Companies,  applicants  for  patent  for  the  Alabama  Quartz  mine, 
from  your  decision,  dated  August  10, 1891,  requiring  claimants  to  re- 
publish, under  direction  of  the  register,  a  supplemental  notice  of  their 
apppHcation  for  patent  for  the  period  required  by  law,  because  the  plat 
and  field  notes  describe  said  claim  as  connected  with  the  corner  to  sec- 
tions, 22,  23,  26,  and  27,  T.  10  N.,  B.  IE.,  S.  B.  M.,  Los  Angeles,  Cali- 
fornia, by  a  line  bearing  south,  13  degrees,  27  minutes,  west  105.59 
chains  from  comer  No.  4,  and  the  published  notice  of  application  for 
patent  describes  the  claim  as  connected  with  the  comer  common  to  said 
sections  by  a  line  bearing  south  18  degrees,  27  minutes,  west  105.59 
chains  from  said  comer  'So.  4. 

The  appellant  alleges  error  in  not  holding  that  said  notice  was  suffi- 
cient to  place  parties  on  their  guard  who  havfd  adverse  interests. 

It  appears  that  the  notice  of  the  intention  to  apply  for  patent  and  a 
diagram  were  duly  posted  on  said  claim  and  no  adverse  claim  was  filed, 
and  I  can  see  no  good  reason  why  said  entry  should  not  be  sent  to  the 
board  of  equitable  adjudication  for  its  consideration  under  the  rulings 
of  the  Department  in  the  cases  of  New  York  Lode  and  Mill  Site  Claim, 
5  L.  D.,  513,  Newport  Lode,  6  L.  D.,  546,  Buena  Vista  Lode  id.,  646, 
Mimbres  Mining  Company,  8  L.  D.,  457,  Nil  Desperandum  Placer,  10  L. 
D.,  198,  Silver  King  Quartz  Mine,  11  L.  D.,  234,  Oro  Placer  Claim  id., 
457. 

In  the  case  of  Hoffman  et  al.  v.  Yenard  et  al.  (14  L.  D.,  45),  the  De- 
partment held  (syllabus)  <^  An  application  for  a  mineral  patent  cannot 
be  allowed,  where  the  description  of  the  claim  in  the  published  notice 
of  application  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  field  notes  of  survey.'^ 
But  in  that  case  the  discrepancy  was  much  more  marked  than  in  the 
case  at  bar,  and  there  were  protestants  who  had  been  allowed  to  ap- 
peal from  the  decision  of  your  office  dismissing  their  protest  against 
the  issuing  of  patent  to  said  claimants  for  the  Sanders  Lode  Claim.  It 
certainly  was  not  intended  in  said  case  to  overrule  the  former  settled 
rulings  of  the  Department  relative  to  the  incomplete  description  in  the 
application  for  patent  in  the  absence  of  protest  or  adverse  claimants. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  accordingly  modified  and  you  will  trans- 
mit said  entry  for  the  consideration  of  the  board  of  equitable  abjudica- 
tion. 
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SECOND  TIMBER  CULTURE  ENTRY-APPLICATION, 

L.  A.  DORRINGTON. 

A  second  timber  culture  entry  may  not  be  made  by  one  who  relinqnishes  the  first  be- 
canee  it  does  not  cover  the  land  selected,  and  fails  to  show  that  the  alleged  error 
can  not  be  corrected. 

The  right  to  make  a  second  timber  cnltare  entry  will  not  be  considered  in  the  absence 
of  an  application  to  enter  in  due  form  of  law. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  April  18, 1892. 

L.  A.  Dorrington  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  April  2, 1891, 
rejecting  his  application  to  make  a  second  timber-caltore  entry,  in  plac« 
of  that  made  by  him  on  June  ;i,  1885,  for  the  S.  ^  of  the  iNTW.  J  and  the 
N.  i  of  the  SW.  i  of  Sec.  26,  T.  31,  R,  49,  Valentine  land  district,  Ne- 
braska. 

He  makes  affidavit  that  upon  selecting  the  tract  he  desired  to  enter, 
he  attempted  to  obtain  a  correct  description  of  the  same.  The  comers 
were  not  marked  by  stakes  or  stones — ^the  stakes  originally  pnt  np  at 
the  corners  having  been  destroyed  by  prairie  flres.  The  conntry  was 
new,  and  the  settlers  few,  and  he  was  compelled  to  rely  upon  the  infor- 
mation those  few  settlers  conld  give.  Abont  three  months  after  the 
entry,  and  as  soon  as  he  conld  do  so,  he  procured  a  survey  to  be  made, 
which  showed  that  the  tract  which  he  had  selected  had  been  errone- 
ously descnbed,  and  that  the  description  furnished  him  applied  to  a 
tract  a  mile  distant  from  the  one  which  he  had  selected.  Moreover,  the 
description  applied  to  a  tract  in  a  section  containing  considerable  young 
pine  timber,  by  reason  of  which  it  was  not  subject  to  entry  under  the 
timber-culture  act.  He  therefore  relinquished  the  same  to  the  govern- 
ment, and  asks  to  be  allowed  either  to  amend  his  entry  or  to  make  a 
second  entry. 

Although  he  states  that  the  S.  J  of  the  WN.  J  of  Sec.  26  was  the  in- 
correct description  of  the  tract  he  desired  to  enter,  he  does  not  state  its 
correct  description.  And  while  he  has  relinquished  the  tract  which  he 
had  not  selected  yet  he  does  not  state  what  has  become  of  the  trat^t  he 
selected,  nor  does  he  show  that  anything  has  prevented  him  from  hav- 
ing the  error  in  the  description  corrected.  The  tract  he  asks  to  be 
permitted  to  enter — i.  e.,  the  S.  J  of  the  SE.  J  and  the  S.  J  of  the  SW.  J 
of  Sec.  4,  T.  28  K,  E.  41 W. — ^is  manifestly  not  the  one  he  originally  in- 
tended to  enter,  for  it  is  between  forty-five  and  iifby  miles  dist-antfrom 
the  one  described  in  his  receiver's  receipt.  In  short,  he  appears  to 
have  abandoned  both  tracts — the  one  described  in  his  entry-papers, 
which  he  had  not  selected,  and  the  one  a  mile  ft*om  the  preceding,  which 
he  had  selected  but  that  was  not  described  in  his  entry.  His  applica- 
tion can  not  be  considered  as  one  to  amend  his  entry,  because  he  does 
not  ask  for  the  tract  he  claims  to  have  originally  intended  to  enter; 
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and  he  does  not  make  such  a  showing  as  would  warrant  the  Depart- 
ment in  permitting  him  to  make  a  second  entry.  Moreover,  while  he 
mentions  a  certain  tract  as  being  the  one  which  he  now  desires  to  enter, 
this  is  not  equiyalent  to  an  application,  ^'in  due  form  of  law/'  for  the 
same  (W.  H.  Miller,  7  L.  D<,  254). 
Your  decision  rejectibag  the  application  is  affirmed. 


DESBBT  liAND  ENTBT— ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1881. 

Instructions.* 

The  limitation,  in  section  8  of  the  deeertlimd  aot  as  amended  by  the  statute  of  Maroh 
3y  1891^  of  the  right  to  make  desert  entry  to  resident  citizens  of  the  State  or 
Territory  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  requires  that  the  applicant  should  make 
the  requisite  showing  in  this  respect  both  at  the  date  of  filing  the  declaratory 
statement  and  at  the  date  of  final  proof. 

Acting  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 

Office^  April  ^,  1891. 

« 

By  letter  of  April  4, 1 891,  you  re- transmitted  the  draft  of  a  proposed 
circular  of  instruction  in  relation  to  the  provisions  of  sections  1  to  6 
inclusive,  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  (26  Stat,  1095)  entitled  "An  act 
to  repeal  timber  culture  laws  and  for  other  purposes.^  CTpon  examina- 
tion, I  find  the  changes  suggested  by  departmental  letter  of  March  31, 
1891,  have  been  made,  both  in  the  circular  and  in  the  blank  forms  ac- 
companying it,  except,  as  mentioned  in  your  letter  of  transmittal,  the 
change  suggested  in  the  form  of  the  deposition  of  the  applicant  in  the 
matter  of  final  proof  in  desert  land  claims,  to  make  it  contain  an  inter- 
rogatory as  to  his  citizenship. 

In  explanation  of  this,  you  say  that  the  inhibition  in  section  8,  of  the 
desert  laud  act  as  amended,  contained  in  these  words :  "  no  person 
shall  be  entitled  to  make  entry  of  desert  land  except  he  be  a  resident 
citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  sought  to  be  entered 
is  located''  applies  to  the  allowing  of  entry  and  not  to  the  making  of 
final  proof.  This  construction  would  be  equivalent  to  saying  that  a 
claim  under  this  law  initiated  by  a  resident  might  be  completed  by  a 
non-resident.  This  would  offer  a  great  incentive  to  non-residents  to 
procure  the  filing  of  claims  by  residents  for  the  very  purpose  of  evad- 
ing the  restrictions  evidently  attempted  to  be  imposed  by  the  words 
quoted  above,  and  I  do  not  think  a  construction  that  would  bring  about 
this  condition  ought  to  be  adopted  unless  the  language  used  precludes 
any  other  conclusion.  That  condition  does  not  obtain  here.  Parties 
seeking  to  obtain  title  under  the  provisions  of  tliis  act  must  show  this 
required  qualification  at  the  date  of  the  final  proof  as  well  as  at  the 
filing  of  the  declaration. 

*  See  12  L.  D.,  405. 
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« 

I  have  caused  to  be  added  immediately  after  the  word  <^  bom ''in 
questiou  2  of  the  deposition  of  applicant  in  desert  land  final  prooi^  the 
words  "  and  where  do  you  now  reside.'' 

The  circular  as  now  submitted^  and  the  forms  aocompanymg  it, 
amended  in  the  particular  here  indicated^  seem  sofflcent  and  proper  to 
carry  out  the  alms  of  the  statutOi  and  are  herewith  returned  with  my 
approvaL 


BAIL.RO AD  BIGHT  OP  WAT— OBATXL  BED-OON9TBT7CTION. 

Obeat  Nobthbbn  By.  Go.* 

The  use  of  material  under  the  general  right  of  way  aot  of  March  3, 1875,  and  the 
special  act  of  Febmaiy  15,  1887,  is  limited  to  oonstmotion,  and  does  not  include 
the  repair  or  improyement  of  a  railroad.  The  period  of  original  oonstractioii 
ceases  when  the  road  is  open  to  the  pnblio  finr  general  nse. 

Assistant  Attorney  Oenerai  Shields  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior j  May 

13y  1892. 

I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  by  reference  by  the  First 
Assistant  Secretary,  of  the  papers  in  the  matter  of  the  application  of 
the  Great  If  orthem  Bailway  Company  for  appraisal  of  certain  gravel 
beds  in  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  reservation  which  it  desires  to  appropriate 
nnder  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  15,  1887  (24  Stat,  402) 
granting  the  right  of  way  through  the  Indian  reservations  in  northern 
Montana  and  north- western  Dakota,  with  a  request  for  my  opinion  upon 
the  question  presented.  Sections  three  and  four  of  said  act,  which  de- 
fine the  rights  given  said  company  and  under  which  the  present  appli- 
cation is  made,  read  as  follows: 

That  the  right  of  way  hereby  granted  to  said  company  shaU  be  BeTenty-flve  fM 
in  width  on  each  side  of  the  central  line  of  said  railroad  as  aforesaid;  and  said  com- 
pany shall  also  have  the  right  to  take  from  said  lands  adjacent  to  the  line  of  said 
road  material,  stone,  earth,  and  timber  necessary  for  the  constraction  of  said  rail- 
road; also  ground  adjacent  to  said  right  of  way  for  station-buildings,  depots,  ma- 
chine-shops, sidetracks,  turnouts,  and  water-stations,  not  to  exceed  in  amount  three 
hundred  feet  in  width  and  three  thousand  feet  in  length  for  each  station,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  one  station  for  each  ten  miles  of  its  road. 

That  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ^x  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  the  Indians  for  such  right  of  way,  and  provide  the  time  and 
manner  for  the  payment  thereof,  and  also  to  ascertain  and  fix  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation to  he  made  individual  members  of  the  tribe  for  damages  sustained  by 
them  by  reason  of  the  conBtruction  of  said  road ;  but  no  right  of  any  kind  shall  vest 
in  said  railway  company  in  or  to  any  part  of  the  right  of  way  herein  provided  for 
until  plats  thereof,  made  upon  actual  survey  for  the  definite  location  of  such  rail- 
road, and  including  the  points  for  station-buildings,  depots,  machine-shops,  side- 
tracks, turnouts,  and  water-stations,  shall  be  filed  with  and  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  and  until  the  compensation  aforesaid  has  been  fixed  and  paid; 

'This  opinion  was  adopted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  May  17, 1392. 
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and  the  sarveys  construction  and  operation  of  snoli  railroad  shall  be  condncted  with 
due  regard  for  the  rights  of  the  Indians,  and  in  accordance  with  such  rules  and  regu- 
lations as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  make  to  carry  out  this  provision. 

It  is  farther  provided  in  section  six  as  follows: 

That  the  right  granted  herein  shall  be  lost  and  forfeited  by  said  company  unless 
the  road  is  constructed  and  in  running  order  within  two  years  from  the  passage  of 
thiflact. 

In  the  application  filed,  it  is  said : 

An  essential  step  for  the  complete  construction  of  every  railroad,  and  particularly 
for  the  complete  construction  of  any  railroad  running  over  the  soft  and  spongy  earth 
found  in  the  valleys  of  Western  Dakota  and  Northern  Montana  is  the  ballasting  of 
the  same  with  gravel,  or  other  similar  porous  material.  This  step  in  construction 
must  follow  track-laying  and  the  commencement  of  operation  of  the  railway,  as 
gravel  is  usually  found  deposited  in  beds  at  considerable  intervals  apart,  sometimes 
amounting  to  many  miles,  and  must  consequently  be  moved  by  train. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  under  consideration  as  to  the  right  of  the 
company  to  take  from  the  public  land  material  for  the  construction  of 
the  road  is  the  same  as  that  found  in  the  right  of  way  act  of  March  3, 
1876  (18  Stat.,  486).  Paragraph  one  of  the  circular  of  instructions  is- 
sued under  said  general  act  on  August  26, 1886  (4  L.  D.j  160)  and  now 
in  force  reads  as  follows: 

1.  Such  provisions  refer  exclusively  to  roads  In  the  process  of  construction.  No 
public  timber  or  material  is  permitted  to  be  taken  or  used  for  the  repair  or  improve- 
ment of  a  roadl  after  its  original  completion.  The  right  to  take  such  timber  or  ma- 
terial ceases  when  the  road  is  open  to  the  public  for  general  use. 

This  rule  should  be  observed  in  considering  the  claim  of  this  company 
under  the  special  act  in  question.  The  application  does  not  state  when 
that  portion  of  the  road  upon  which  it  is  desired  to  use  the  material  in 
question  was  put  in  operation  by  being  opened  to  the  public  for  general 
use^  nor  does  it  state  definitely  upon  what  part  of  the  road  it  is  desired 
to  use  this  material,  whether  within  or  outside  the  boundaries  of  the 
reservation.  In  his  report  upon  this  application,  the  Commissioner  of 
Indian  Affairs  makes  the  following  statement: 

'  The  map  of  definite  location  of  the  right  of  way  of  said  road  over  and  across  the 
Fort  Peck  Indian  reservation  in  Montana  was  approved  by  the  Honorable  Acting 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  May  26, 1887,  and  the  road  has  long  since  been  completed 
and  in  operation  to  Great  Falls  in  western  Montana. 

I  think  it  clear  from  this  statement  and  the  whole  tenor  of  the  appli- 
cation that  the  road  has  been  built  and  put  in  operation  past  this  res- 
ervation. It  is,  as  remarked  by  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs, 
not  always  an  easy  matter  to  determine  just  when  the  work  of  con- 
struction ends.  The  work  of  construction  in  the  sense  of  making  the 
road  bed  more  perfect  and  the  whole  line  more  complete  may  be  said 
to  have  no  end.  The  oldest  lines  may  still  be  making  and  carrying 
into  execution  plans  for  a  more  perfect  road  bed.  For  the  purposes  of 
these  laws  some  point  must  be  fixed  as  the  end  of  the  work  of  construc- 
tion.   The  Department  has  fixed  this  at  that  point  where  the  road  is 


568  DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

thrown  open  to  the  public  for  general  use.  This  determination  seems 
a  logical  and  just  one,  and  I  find  no  good  reason  for  departing  from  it 
in  this  instance.  There  is  force  in  the  suggestion  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Indian  Affairs  that  the  provision  of  section  six  of  this  act  quoted 
above  is  of  assistance  in  determining  the  right  of  the  company  in  tils 
act.  If  this  road  is  now  "constructed  and  in  running  order ^  so  that 
the  rights  conferred  by  said  act  are  not  subject  to  forfeiture  under  said 
section  six,  it  must  be  held  to  be  constructed  in  the  sense  of  that  term 
as  used  in  section  three.  The  company  itself  would  be  the  last  to  admit 
that  it  is  so  in  default  in  the  matter  of  construction  as  to  leave  its  rights 
under  said  act  subject  to  forfeiture  as  to  that  portion  of  its  line  over 
which  it  is  running  its  trains  and  transacting  the  business  of  the  public. 
It  cannot  be  heard  to  assert  the  construction  of  its  road  under  one  sec- 
tion of  this  act  to  avoid  a  forfeiture  thereunder  and  at  the  same  time 
the  non-construction  thereof  under  another  section  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  further  benefits  thereunder.  For  the  reasons  therein  set  forth, 
I  am  of  the  opinion,  and  so  advise  you,  that  there  is  no  authority  in 
said  act  of  Congress  for  granting  the  application  in  question* 


HOMESTEAD  ENTRY— ALIEN-NATITRALIZATION. 

Phillips  v.  Sebo. 

The  right  of  an  alien  homesteader  who  sabmits  proof  and  receives  his  final  certifi- 
cate relates  back  to  the  date  of  his  settlement,  where,  prior  to  the  interveutiou 
of  any  adverse  claim,  he  is  subsequently  naturalized. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  May  23, 1892. 

On  January  15, 1877,  Joseph  Sero  made  homestead  entry  No.  %^ 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  8, 1872  (section  2304  Revised 
Statutes),  for  the  W.  J  of  the  K'W.  i  and  the  KE.  i  of  the  NW.  \  of 
the  NE.  4,  Sec.  8,  T.  2  N.,  R.  12  E.,  The  Dalles,  Oregon. 

He  submitted  final  proof  May  23, 1882,  and  on  the  same  day  final  cer- 
tificate Ko.  281  was  issued. 

It  appears  that  he  enlisted  in  Comxjany  "  D,''  1st  Regiment,  Oregon 
Infantry  Volunteers,  on  November  23,  18G4,  and  was  honorably  dis- 
charged therefrom  on  the  ICth  day  of  January,  1866,  having  thus  served 
about  fourteen  months. 

It  further  appears  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  at 
the  date  when  final  certificate  was  issued  (May  23,  1882).  He  first  de- 
clared his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  on  October  10, 1883,  and  on 
September  8, 1884,  he  was  naturalized,  as  evidenced  by  a  certified  copy 
of  the  order  filed  with  the  papers  and  aflidavits,  as  to  the  identity  of 
the  Sero  so  naturalized  as  being  the  same  person  who  made  said  entry. 
On  or  about  IVfay  1, 1888,  he  sold  the  land  to  the  three  brothers,  Charles 
J.,  Edwin  U.,  and  Robert  E.  Phillips.    A  part  of  the  purchase  price 
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was  paid,  and  notes,  amounting  to  $800,  were  given  for  the  residue 
secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  land.  On  November  30,  1888,  Sero  sold 
the  mortgage  to  one  John  Baldwin,  and  soon  thereafter  died. 

In  June,  1890,  the  notes  given  for  the  deferred  payments  fell  due,  and 
the  Phillips  brothers  undertook  to  borrow  money  to  pay  off  the  notes, 
offering  as  security  a  mortgage  on  the  land.  It  appears  that  they  failed 
in  negotiating  the  loan  upon  the  security  offered,  because  no  patent 
had  been  issued  for  the  tract,  and,  on  their  failure  to  pay  the  notes, 
then  amounting  to  $1000,  Baldwin,  the  holder  of  the  mortgage,  began 
foreclosure  proceedings. 

The  value  of  the  land  and  improvements  thereon  are  estimated  at 
14000. 

On  March  15,  1890,  William  O.  Phillips  filed  his  affidavit  of  contest 
against  the  entry,  corroborated  by  E.  Emmet  Philhps  (presumably  Bob- 
^t  E.,  one  of  said  brothers),  asking  for  a  hearing,  with  a  view  to  the 
cancellation  of  said  entry,  on  the  grounds  above  set  forth — ^namely :  that 
at  the  time  the  entry  was  made,  the  said  Sero  was  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  the  same  was  fraudulent  and  in  violation  of  the 
homestead  laws,  etc. 

On  April  24, 1890,  you  denied  the  application  to  contest,  ^^  the  charges 
sot  being  deemed  sufficient  to  warrant  an  investigation  of  said  entry." 

Phillips  has  appealed  from  that  judgment. 

Under  the  facts  above  given,  Sero  might  have  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  under  section  2166  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  "  without 
any  previous  declaration  of  his  intention  to  become  such." 

While  his  proof  was  made  when  he  was  an  alien,  yet  the  defect  of 
alienage  was  cured  by  his  becoming  a  citizen  before  any  adverse  claim 
or  contest  was  initiated,  and  in  such  cases  the  Department  has  ruled 
that  the  right  of  the  claimant  relates  back  to  the  date  of  his  settlement. 
Kelly  V.  Quast,  2  L.  D.,  627;  Mann  v.  Huk,  3  L.  D.,  452;  OleO.  Krogs- 
tad,  4  L.  D.,  664;  Jacob  H.  Edens,  7  L.  D.,  229;  Paulus  Kundert,  id., 
362;  Rougeot  v.  Weir,  13  L.  D.,  242;  Lyman  v.  Blling,  10  L.  D.,  474. 

The  decision  appealed  from  is  accordingly  affirmed; 


HOMEST£AI>  ENTRY— PATMEXT  FOB  EXCESS. 

James  L.  Kennedy. 

A  timber  culture  en  try  man  who  pays  cash  for  an  excess  in  acreage  and  subsequently 
reliuquishes  his  entry  and  applies  for  the  land  under  the  settlement  laws  is  not 
entitled  to  credit  for  the  payment  made  under  the  former  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  May  36, 1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  E.  J  of  NW.  \  and  lots  1  and 
2,  of  Sec.  18,  T.  135  N.,  R.  74  VV.,  (containing  160.76  acres)  in  Bismark, 
North  Dakota,  land  district. 
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The  record  shows  that  James  L.  Kennedy  made  timber  cnltore  entry 
on  said  tract  in  May,  1884,  and  paid  $16.90  for  the  excess  over  160 
acres.  In  May,  1888,  he  relinquished  the  same  and  filed  his  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement  for  the  land  in  question,  alleging  settlement 
April  10, 1888,  and  on  October  9, 1890,  applied  to  transmute  his  pre- 
emption filing  to  a  homestead  entry,  under  Sec.  2,  of  the  act  of  March 
2, 1889.  The  local  officers  rejected  this  application  ^<  for  the  reason  of 
an  excess  of  6.76  acres,  which  applicant  refuses  to  pay." 

Kennedy  appealed,  and  you  by  letter  of  Decemba^  5, 1890,  afftrmed 
their  decision,  whereupon  he  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  as  error 
that  you  have  misconstrued  the  law  and  rulings  relative  to  excess. 

Counsel  for  appellant  argues  that  inasmuch  as  his  client  paid  the 
excess  under  his  timber-culture  entry,  he  should  not  be  required  to  pay 
it  again  for  his  homestead  entry.  This  position  is  not  tenable.  He 
voluntarily  relinquished  to  the  government  the  land  under  the  timber- 
culture  entry.  His  subsequent  entry  bears  no  relation  whatever  to  the 
former,  no  more  than  if  he  were  a  stranger  to  the  land,  or  than  if  he  had 
sought  to  take  another  tract.  In  other  words,  when  the  government 
again  became  vested  with  the  title  to  the  tract,  it  was  subject  to  the 
entry  under  the  law  and  regulations  by  the  first  qualified  applicant, 
.  regardless  of  what  may  have  been  done  by  the  former  entryman. 

Your  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


HOBOSSTEAD  BNTBT— DIVOBCED  WGMAlT-JirBGMEKT. 

Leonabd  V.  Goodwin. 

In  determining  the  rights  of  third  parties,  set  up  as  i^inst  the  homestead  entry  of 
a  uiyoToed  woman,  it  is  competent  for  the  Departoient  to  inquire  into  the  good 
faith  of  the  divorce  proceedings. 

First  AsHstani  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  OammisHoner  of  the  Oenerd 

Land  Office^  May  28^  1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  SW.  J  of  Sec  30,  T.  96  N., 
B.  66  W.,  Yankton,  South  Dakota,  land  district,  formally  in  the  limits 
of  the  Ft.  Eandall  military  reservation.    ^ 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  Martha  (Goodwin  made  homestead 
entry  for  said  tract  September  9, 1885,  under  section  2289  (E.  S.,  419), 
and  the  act  of  July  5, 1884  (23  Stat.,  103),  alleging  settlement  April  17, 
1883.  On  August  27, 1886,  she  submitted  Onal  commutation  proof 
which  was  accepted  and  cash  entry  made  September  7,  following. 

Much  of  the  subsequent  history  of  the  case  is  immaterial  and  for  the 
sake  of  brevity,  will  be  omitted.  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  the  final  proof 
shows  that  the  applicant  had  been  divorced  firom  her  husband  on  the 
ground  of  desertion,  and  by  letter  of  October  26, 1886,  you  required 
proof  of  this  to  be  furnished,  and  also  required  Amy  H.  Leonard,  to  file 
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formal  charges,  if  she  desired  to  contest  the  entry,  within  sixty  days. 
Accordingly,  Leonard  on  Jannary  12, 1887,  flled  an  affidavit  of  herselt 
and  two  corroborated  witnesses,  including  twenty  pages  of  manuscript, 
the  substance  of  which  is  that  she  settled  on  and  claimed  the  W.  i  of 
the  SW.  i  of  said  described  land  (and  others)  September  14, 1883;  that 
the  claimant  Goodwin,  was  not  a  qualified  homestead  entryman  for  the 
reason  that  the  divorce  proceeding  was  fraudulent  and  collusive  between 
the  claimant  and  her  husband;  that  the  object  and  purpose  of  said 
divorce  proceeding  was  simply  to  permit  the  claimant  to  secure  said 
land,  because  the  husband  had  exhausted  all  his  rights  under  the  land 
laws. 

On  May  3, 1887,  the  contestant  presented  her  homestead  application 
for  the  W.  J  of  the  NW.  i  and  W.  i  of  the  SW.  i,  said  section,  township, 
and  range,  which  was  refused  for  partial  conflict  with  the  defendant's 
ccush  entry. 

By  letter  of  February  21, 1887,  you  ordered  a  hearing,  which  was  had 
before  the  local  officers,  and  as  a  result  they  held  that  the  claimant  was 
not  qualified  to  make  said  entry.  On  appeal,  you  by  letter  of  May  29, 
1889,  reversed  that  decision.  A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  made  on 
the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.  By  letter  of  August  8, 1889, 
said  motion  was  denied,  but  on  your  own  motion,  on  September  6,  fol- 
lowing, you  ordered  a  new  hearing  "to  determine  contestant's  charge 
of  disqualification  and  fraud  of  contestee."  After  several  delays,  hear- 
ing was  finally  had  before  the  local  officers,  and  as  a  result  thereof  they 
held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  claimant 
and  recommended  that  her  entry  be  allowed  to  stand.  Contestant  ap- 
pealed, and  you,  by  letter  of  April  25,  1891,  af^med  their  decision, 
whereupon  contestant  prosecutes  this  appeal,  assigning  as  error  your 
action  in  not  finding  that  the  divorce  was  procured  through  fraud  and 
collusion  between  husband  and  wife,  and  was  a  mere  sham  to  enable 
the  wife  to  enter  the  land  as  a  feme  sole. 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  law  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  and  can  not 
be  attacked  collaterally  or  by  a  stranger  to  the  record,  yet,  I  take  it, 
where  the  rights  of  third  parties  are  imperilled  and  it  is  shown  that  by 
fraud  and  coUusion  a  decree  of  divorce  is  obtained  and  by  reason  there- 
of the  wife  is  enabled  to  do,  as  a  feme  sole^  that  which  her  husband  or 
herself  could  not  do  while  the  marital  relation  existed,  the  Department 
may  inquire  into  the  bona  fides  of  the  judgment,  and  if  it  is  found  that 
for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  title  to  public  lands,  it  was  procured  by 
fraud  and  collusion,  the  entry  may  be  canceled.  It  is  only  on  this 
theory  that  this  divorce  proceeding  wiU  be  considered. 

The  testimony  shows  that  James  Goodwin,  with  his  wife,  the  claimant, 
and  five  children,  settled  on  the  land  in  controversy  in  April,  1883;  that 
in  February,  1885,  James  left  his  family  for  a  short  time,  went  away 
again  in  June,  and  remained  away  permanently;  that  on  March  10^ 
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1886,  claimant  filed  her  oomplaiut  asking  for  a  divorce  from  her  husband 
on  the  grounds  of  desertion  on  February  10, 1885,  and  failure  to  sup- 
X>ort  herself  and  children;  asked  for  the  custody  of  the  three  youngest 
children,  and  for  the  possession  of  all  the  personal  property  allegmg 
that  the  same  was  bought  with  her  own  money  and  by  the  minor  chil- 
dren. On  June  23rd  following,  the  defendant  being  in  default,  the  dis- 
trict court  granted  the  divorce  as  prayed  for. 

Fraud  is  rarely  susceptible  of  direct  proof  and  courts  must  rely  largely 
upon  circumstances  that  are  inconsistent  with  fair  dealings,  honesty, 
and  the  ordinary  conduct  of  individuals  in  the  transaction  under  con- 
sideration, to  arrive  at  a  conclusion,  and  every  case  must  be  governed 
by  the  facts  surrounding  that  particular  case.  I  take  it,  however,  that 
to  annul  the  effect  of  a  judgment  properly  rendeied  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  the  evidence  must  be  of  such  a  positive  nature  as  to  carry  con- 
viction with  it. 

The  circumstances  relied  upon  by  the  contestant  in  this  case  are,  in 
my  opinion,  wholly  insufficient  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  charges. 

I  think  it  wUl  be  conceded  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  husband, 
James,  had  exhausted  all  his  rights  tinder  the  land  laws  prior  to  his 
settlement  on  this  land;  that  after  he  abandoned  his  family,  both  prior 
and  subsequent  to  the  judgment  in  the  divorce  proceeding,  he  was  at 
the  house  of  his  wife  on  several  occasions;  that  he  stayed  over  night  a 
few  times,  in  the  house,  occupying  the  room  of  his  oldest  sons,  sleeping 
with  one  of  them;  that  he  lived  in  the  neighborhood  at  various  places, 
working  for  different  parties,  sometimes  for  liis  son  on  the  farm,  receiv- 
ing pay  therefor  the  same  as  any  other  hired  help;  that  he  was  at  the 
house  frequently,  was  seen  to  be  holding  one  of  the  younger  children. 
These  are  all  the  circumstances  relied  upon  by  the  contestant  to  defeat 
this  entry.  She  does  not  show  that  he  exercised  any  right  of  owner- 
ship or  superintendeucy  in  any  manner,  directly  or  indirectly,  over  tbe 
management  of  the  farm  or  the  stock;  that  he  contributed  anything 
whatever,  after  the  time  he  left  his  family  finally,  to  their  support;  that 
there  was  any  intention  on  the  part  of  either  the  husband  or  wife  to 
ever  assume  again  the  marital  relations  or  any  admission  on  the  part 
of  either,  prior  or  subsequent  to  their  separation,  that  it  was  done  for 
the  purpose  of  allowing  this  entry  to  be  made. 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  shown  by  claimant  that  during  the  twenty  years 
or  more  that  she  had  lived  with  her  husband,  he  had  dragged  herself 
and  little  family  over  five  or  six  different  states  and  territories  of  the 
West,  and  that  they  never  had  any  permanent  abiding  place;  that  he 
had  been  a  drunkard,  profligate  in  his  habits,  spending  the  money  that 
she  earned  by  washing  and  other  labor  outside  of  her  family  duties, 
and  money  she  had  inherited  from  her  relatives.  In  addition  to  this  it 
is  shown  that  he  was  a  man  of  violent  temper,  often  abusing  his  chil- 
dren, and  that  the  evening  prior  to  his  final  departure  from  his  home, 
he  had  a  violent  fight  with  his  oldest  sons. 
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The  claimant  swears  positively  that  this  divorce  was  procured  in  good 
faith,  without  any  intention  of  ever  assuming  the  marital  relations 
again;  that  she  has  taken  this  land  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  home 
for  herself  and  children,  and  all  the  testimony  goes  to  show  tnat,  so  far 
as  her  improvements  and  the  industry  ot  herself  and  children  are  con. 
cerned,  she  has  carried  out  this  intention  with  the  utmost  good  faith. 
Under  such  circumstances  I  do  not  feel  justified  in  disturbing  the  opin- 
ion of  the  register  and  receiver  concurred  in  by  you.  Believing  your 
judgment  is  right,  it  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 


Swims  t?.  Ward. 

Motion  for  review  of  departmental  decision  of  December  16, 1891, 13 
L.  D.,  686,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  May  28, 1892. 


SOLBIEB'S  ADDITIONAL  HOMESTEAD— SECTION  7,  ACT  OP  MARCH  8, 

1891. 

Jesse  W.  Finch  et  al. 

Ab  entry  is  confirmed  by  section  7,  act  of  March  3, 1891,  where  at  the  date  of  said 
act  the  land  is  held  by  a  transferee,  who  is  entitled  to  confirmation,  and  is  sub- 
sequently purchased  by  another  in  good  faith. 

Secretary  Ifohle  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

28, 1892. 

On  December  5, 1878,  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  !N'o.  263 
was  made  at  Oolfax,  in  the  name  of  Jesse  W.  Finch  for  the  S.  ^  of  the 
SB.  i  of  Sec.  4,  T.  16  N.,  R.  43  E.,  Walla  Walla,  Washington. 

On  May  27, 1885,  you  held  the  entry  for  cancellation  because  based 
on  service  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guards.  It  seems  that  notice  of  said 
decision  was  not  properly  given,  or  rather  there  is  no  evidence  that  it 
was  given  to  the  entryman  at  all. 

On  May  11, 1891,  you  again  held  the  entry  for  cancellation,  and  the 
case  is  now  brought  here  on  appeal,  and  a  motion  has  been  made,  ask- 
ing that  the  case  be  considered  and  passed  to  patent,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  being  as 
follows: 

AU  entries  made  under  the  pre-emption^  homestead,  desert-land,  or  timber-culture 
laws,  in  which  final  proof  and  payment  may  have  been  made  and  certificates  issued, 
and  to  which  there  are  no  adverse  claims  originating  prior  to  final  entry  and  which 
have  been  sold  or  incumbered  prior  to  the  first  day  of  March,  eighteen  hundred  and 
eighty-eight,  and  after  final  entry  to  bona  fide  purchasers,  or  incumbrancers,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  shall,  unless  upon  an  investigation  by  a  government  agent 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found,  be  confirmed  and  patented  upon 
presentation  of  satisfactory  proof  to  the  land  department  of  such  sale  or  incum- 
brance. 
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The  abstract  of  title,  filed  with  the  record,  shows  that  on  December 
6, 1878,  Jesse  W.  Finch  and  wife  sold  and  conveyed  the  tract  to  A.  A. 
J.  Frye  for  $277.00,  and  on  August  21, 1882,  Frye  sold  and  conveyed 
the  same  to  James  Bleecker  for  $850,  and  on  March  18, 1891,  he  sold 
and  conveyed  the  same  to  the  present  holder,  H.  3.  Hollingsworth,  to- 
gether with  other  land  for  $5200. 

The  final  entry  in  question  was  made  on  December  5, 1878,  the  tract 
was  thereafter,  and  before  March  1, 1888,  sold  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation to  A.  A.  J.  Frye,  and  by  reason  of  mesne  conveyances  it  is  now 
owned  by  Hollingsworth,  who  asks  for  confirmation.  He  is  not  shown 
to  have  had  any  knowledge  of  any  fraud,  if  there  was  any  in  connection 
with  the  making  of  said  entry.  No  adverse  claim  originating  prior  to 
final  entry  exists. 

At  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  confirmatory  act  of  March  3, 1891 
(supra),  the  land  was  held  by  James  Bleecker,  under  his  purchase 
made  on  August  21, 1882. 

There  seems  to  be  no  question  as  to  the  bona  fide  character  of  said 
purchase,  and  Hollingsworth,  the  present  holder  of  the  land,  is  entitled 
to  claim  any  benefits  that  might  have  been  accorded  Bleecker  under 
said  act,  there  being  nothing  to  indicate  that  his  purchase  was  other- 
wise than  in  good  faith. 

In  Bleecker  all  the  conditions  of  the  act  are  met,  and  the  entry  is 
confirmed. 

The  abstract  of  title  is  brought  up  to  January  6, 1892,  and  on  the 
same  date  Hollingsworth  made  af&davit  to  the  fact  that  he  was  still 
the  owner  of  the  land,  and  that  he  had  not  transferred  it  to  the  entiy- 
man  or  any  other  person. 

Your  decision  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation  is  reversed,  and  tiie 
papers  are  herewith  returned,  and  you  are  directed  to  issue  patent 
upon  the  entry  involved* 


DECISION  OF  THB  GENBRAI.  LAXD  OFFICK-JTJRISBICmOK. 

PUBOBLL  V.  NOBTHEBN  PAOIFIO  E.  E.  CO. 

After  the  expiration  of  the  time  aUowed  for  appeal  from  a  declBlon  in  a  case  it  is  too 
late  for  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land.  Office  to  take  action  therein  on 
his  own  motion,  as  the  case  is  then  removed  from  his  JariBdiction,  and  farther 
action  can  only  he  taken  by  the  Department  in  the  ezerdae  of  ita  saperyisory 
authority. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  May  X^ 

1892. 

With  letter  of  January  15, 1892,  you  forwarded  a  petition  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari,  filed  on  behalf  of  W.  B.  Purcell,  in  the  matter  of  his  con- 
test with  the  Northern  Paoiflc  Baolroad  Oompany,  involving  his  right 
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to  make  entry  of  the  KE.  J  of  Sec.  11,  T.  132  N.,  E,  48  W.,  Fargo  land 
district,  North  Dakota. 

Said  tract  is  within  the  indemnity,  limits  of  the  grant  for  said  com- 
pany^ and  was  included  in  the  list  of  selections  filed  by  said  company 
May  19, 1883, 

On  July  17, 1885,  Purcell  applied  to  enter  this  tract,  and  the  local 
officers  rejected  the  same  for  conflict  with  the  indemnity  selection  of 
May  19, 1883. 

His  appeal  was  considered  in  your  letter  of  March  14, 1888,  in  which 
it  is  stated: 

The  list  of  selection  shows  that  the  traot  described  was  selected  in  Uea  of  land  in 
section  29,  town  49  N.,  range  17  W.,  Minn.,  said  section  being  included  in  the  Fond 
du  Lac  Indian  reseryation.  The  Department  has  already  decided  that  the  company 
has  no  right  to  select  lands  in  Dakota  for  lands  lost  in  an  adjoining  state  or  terri- 
tory, and  this  question  is  now  before  the  Hon.  Attorney  General  for  his  opinion. 
Apart  from  the  above  decision,  however,  it  may  be  asked  ''  Is  the  company  entitled 
to  indemnity  for  lands  lost  by  reservations  created  prior  to  July  2,  1864 1  The  joint 
resolution  of  May  81, 1870,  limits  the  right  to  receive  lien  lands  to  losses  sustained 
within  the  granted  limits,  by  reason  of  sales,  reservations,  etc.,  between  July  2, 
1864,  and  the  final  location  of  the  lines  of  road.  The  language  is  ''subsequent  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864."  The  Fond  du  Lac  Indian  reservation  was  set 
apart  and  reserved  for  the  Indians  by  treaty  of  September  30,  1854,  it  was  in  res- 
ervation at  and  during  the  period  above  mentioned,  and  none  of  the  odd  sections 
therein  fall  within  the  category  of  lands  for  which  indemnity  can  be  allowed.  I 
therefore  reverse  your  decision,  hold  the  homestead  entry  of  Purcell  for  allowance, 
and  the  company's  selection  for  rejection,  subject  to  appeal  within  sixty  days. 

On  April  17, 1888,  the  resident  attorney  for  the  company  asked  that 
final  action  npon  the  case  be  suspended,  awaiting  the  opinion  of  the 
Attorney  General  on  the  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  company  to 
select  lauds  in  one  State  for  losses  in  another. 

October  13,  1888,  the  request  for  suspension  was  granted,  and  the 
local  officers  advised. 

No  further  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  until  January  17, 1891, 
when  you  advised  the  local  officers  that  the  decision  of  March  14, 1888, 
"is  accordingly  relieved  from  suspension,  and  you  will  at  once  proceed 
to  give  it  effect,  allowing  the  usual  sixty  days  for  appeal.'^ 

February  3, 1891,  the  following  telegram  was  sent  the  local  officers: 

Take  no  action  under  office  letter  of  January  17,  1891,  in  matter  of  application  by 
W.  E.  Purcell  to  enter  northeast  quarter  of  section  11,  township  132  north,  range  48 
west,  until  further  advised. 

Purcell  then  moved  that  the  case  be  relieved  from  suspension,  and  on 
December  12, 1891,  you  dismissed  the  motion  and  adhered  to  the  posi- 
tion as  expresseJ  in  the  telegram.    Thus  the  case  remains  suspended. 

The  object  of  the  present  petition  is  to  relieve  the  case  from  suspen- 
sion and  to  carry  into  effect  your  decision  of  March  14, 1888. 

Under  the  rules  of  practice,  an  appeal  from  your  decision  must  be 
filed  within  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  tlie  service  of  the  notice  of 
such  decision,  otherwise  the  same  wiU  become  final.    After  notice  has 
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been  given  of  your  decision,  the  time  will  continue  to  ran,  onless 
stopped  by  the  filing  of  a  motion,  or  by  your  action  sua  sponte. 

In  case  there  is  a  motion  filed  for  the  review  o^  or  recommendation 
of,  yonr  decision,  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  mnst  be  filed  will  be 
stopped  from  running,  until  notice  is  given  of  your  decision  upon  such 
motion. 

After  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  appeal,  it  is  then  too  late 
for  action  suaspontey  and  that  case  is  as  far  removed  from  your  juris- 
diction as  though  an  appeal  had  been  filed.  Further  action  can  only  be 
taken  by  this  Department  under  the  exercise  of  its  supervisory  author- 
ity. 

In  the  present  case,  your  predecessor  in  office  rendered  a  decision, 
dated  March  14, 1888,  adjudging  the  company's  selection  invalid,  and 
holding  PurceU's  application  for  allowance.  The  company  might  have 
sought  a  review  of  that  decision,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  govern- 
ing the  practice  before  your  office  and  this  Department,  or  it  could  have 
appealed  within  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose.  It  £Eiiled  to  take 
advantage  of  either  of  these  remedies,  but  in  a  letter  addressed  to  your 
office  stated  that  it  believed  that  your  office  decision  was  inadvertently 
made,  and  asked  that  it  be  suspended. 

This  can  in  no  wise  be  considered  as  a  motion  for  review,  as  it  comes 
too  late,  and  no  notice  thereof  was  ever  given  PurceU. 

The  company  waived  its  legal  remedies  and  rested  its  case  uxK>n  its 
request  for  suspension,  a  matter  resting  in  the  discretion  of  the  Com- 
missioner. 

This  discretion  was  not  exercised  until  October  13, 1888,  seven  months 
after  decision  had  been  rendered  and  long  after  the  time  for  appeal  had 
expired. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  suspension  was  made  without 
authority,  and  that  it  should  not  longer  be  continued. 


chippewa  scrip— assignment— contest. 

Hyde  et  al.  v,  Wabren  et  al. 

The  right  to  select  eighty  acres  of  land  couferred  upon  the  mixed  hloodfi  of  the  Chip- 
pewas  by  tlie  seventh  clause  of  section  2  of  the  treaty  of  September  30,  1854,  is 
personal  and  not  assignable;  and  any  attempt  of  the  Indian  to  sell,  or  of  any 
person  to  purchase  the  certificate  of  such  right,  or  to  acquire  any  right  there- 
under by  means  of  two  powers  of  attorney,  one  to  locate  and  the  other  to  sell 
the  land  after  location,  is  without  authority  of  law. 

The  subsequent  ratification  of  acts  performed  under  a  double  power  of  attorney, 
executed  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  transfer  of  the  Indian's  right  of  selection, 
does  not  operate  to  give  validity  to  a  location  and  sale  made  thereunder. 

A  contest  may  be  properly  entertained  to  determine  the  validity  of  a  scrip  or  certifi- 
cate location. 

Secretary  Xoble  to  the  CommisHioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  May 

31y  1892. 

By  your  letter  dated  May  10, 1890,  are  transmitted  the  papers  in  the 
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case  of  Thomas  W.  Hyde,  et  al.  v.  James  H.  Warren,  on  the  appeal  of 
the  former  from  the  decision  of  your  office  dated  October  16, 1889,  sns* 
taining  the  latter's  location,  allowed  by  the  local  office  on  October  15, 
1885,  E.  E.  Ko.  79,  of  lot  7,  and  the  NE  i  of  SW  i  of  section  30,  T.  63  N., 
E,  11  W.,  4th  P.  M.,  Duluth,  Minnesota,  under  the  provision  of  the 
seventh  clause  of  article  two  of  the  treaty  of  September  30, 1854  (not 
1885  as  stated  in  said  decision),  with  the  Chippewa  Indians  (10  Stat., 
1110),  and  overruling  the  several  applications  to  contest  said  location 
and  enter  the  land  covered  thereby. 

The  record  shows  that  one  Joseph  H.  Chandler  on  February  23, 1889, 
applied  to  locate  Valentine  scrip  l^o.  51  E,  40  A,  on  said  NE  i  of  the 
SW  I,  and  on  March  23  following,  one  Jesse  G.  Barrick  applied,  by 
his  attorney  in  fact,  to  make  soldiers  additional  homestead  entry  of  said 
lot  7,  and  also  of  lot  8  in  the  same  section,  and  that  both  applications 
were  rejected  by  the  local  officers  for  conflict  with  Warren's  said  loca- 
tion; that  from  said  rejection  said  parties  duly  appealed  to  you;  that 
on  May  23, 1889,  counsel  for  said  Chandler  and  Barrick  filed  witii  you 
affidavits  of  contest  against  said  Chippewa  location,  and  on  June  14th 
of  same  year  other  affidavits  of  contest  were  filed  in  the  local  office 
against  Warren's  said  location  ui>on  substantially  the  same  grounds  as 
those  filed  with  you;  that  on  March  11, 1889,  prior  to  the  filing  of  said 
affidavits  in  the  local  office,  one  Emil  Hartman  applied  to  the  local  office 
to  locate  Porterfield  scrip  certificates  Kos.  46  and  117,  issued  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  April  11, 1860  (12  Stat.,  836),  upon  said  tracts, 
which  were  rejected  because  of  said  prior  Chippewa  scrip  location,  and 
separate  appeals  from  said  action  were  filed  in  the  local  office  by  said 
Hartman  on  March  19th  following,  together  with  affidavits  of  contest 
against  said  location  by  Warren. 

You  held  that  the  Chippewa  scrip  location  by  Warren  was  valid  and 
segregated  the  land,  and  affirmed  the  action  of  the  local  officers  reject- 
ing said  applications  of  Chandler,  Barrick  and  Hartman,  to  enter  said 
land.  You  also  held  that  the  rights  of  Chandler  and  Barrick  as  con- 
testants, attached  on  June  14, 1889,  the  day  when  their  said  affidavits 
were  filed  in  the  local  office,  and  that  their  rights  must  be  held  to  be 
subject  to  the  prior  right  of  Hartman,  because  the  latter's  affidavit  of 
contest  was  first  filed  in  the  local  office  as  required  by  the  sixth  rule  of 
practice  (4  L.  D.,  37),  and  that  Hartman's  affidavit  of  contest,  and  the 
affidavits  in  support  thereoi^  do  not  present  allegations  sufficient,  if 
true,  to  require  you  to  order  a  hearing. 

On  IS'ovember  13, 1889,  counsel  for  Hartman  filed  a  motion  for  a  re- 
consideration and  review  of  your  said  decision,  and  on  the  19th  of  same 
month  counsel  for  Joseph  H.  Chandler  filed  a  motion  to  strike  said 
motion  for  review  firom  the  record,  because  no  copy  thereof  was  served 
on  him  as  required  by  the  rules  of  practice. 

On  March  13, 1890,  you  considered  said  motions,  and  held  that  the 
motion  of  Chandler  must  be  granted.    Thereupon  appeals  were  filed 
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from  said  decision  of  October  16, 1889,  and  by  stipulation  of  connselan 
oral  argoment  was  had  on  October  19, 1891,  at  which  counsel  were 
heard  in  behalf  of  Warren's  said  location,  the  right  of  Hartman,  Chan- 
dler and  Bamck  to  enter  said  land  and  to  cont^t  the  validity  of  said 
location ;  also  in  support  of  the  claim  of  Thomas  W.  Hyde  for  the  XE 
^  of  the  SW  i  of  said  section  30,  whose  claim  was  not  mentioned  in 
either  of  your  said  decisions. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  Hyde,  filed  at  the  oral  argu- 
ment, that  he  applied  on  April  10, 1886,  to  contest  said  Warren's  loca- 
tion on  the  ground  that  he  had  a  prior  pre-emption  right  to  the  land 
claimed  by  him;  that  you,  on  December  22,  1888,  directed  the  local  of- 
ficers to  order  a  hearing  upon  said  application  and  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  March  8,  1889,  revoked  said  order  without  notice  to  him;  that  in 
July  of  the  same  year  Hyde  filed  a  motion  to  set  aside  said  order  of 
March  8, 1889,  which  motion  has  not  yet  been  acted  ui>on  by  you;  that 
on  February  23, 1889,  he  filed  another  application  in  the  local  ofBce  to 
obtain,  under  the  pre-emption  law,  the  said  NE  J  of  the  SW  J,  and  also 
to  be  allowed  to  contest  the  said  Warren  location;  that  on  October  29, 
1889,  Hyde  again  made  application  to  contest  said  Warren  location  and 
filed,  in  support  thereof,  his  own  and  the  affidavit  of  two  other  persons; 
that  you  on  October  16, 1889,  held  that  the  Warren  location  was  valid 
and  "  utterly  overlooked  and  ignored  the  claim  of  Hyde."    It  is  farther 
alleged  in  said  brief  that  Hyde,  as  a  successful  contestant,  on  April  2, 
1891,  applied  at  the  local  land  office  to  enter  under  the  homestead  laws 
three  tracts  of  land  in  said  section  involved  in  the  case  of  Hyde  et  al 
T.  Eaton  et  al.  (on  review)  12  L.D.,  157,  upon  which  application  a  hear- 
ing was  ordered  before  the  local  office  and  is  still  pending.    It  is  qnite 
evident  that  if  said  Warren  scrip  location  be  sustained,  the  claims  of 
the  other  parties  must  fail,  and  the  first  question  to  be  determined  is, 
are  the  allegations  of  the  contestants,  or  either  of  them,  sufficient  to 
require  either  a  hearing  to  determine  the  validity  of  said  Warren's  loca- 
tion, or,  ui)on  the  conceded  facts,  should  the  Chippewa  scrip  location  be 
canceled  and  the  land  awarded  to  the  first  legal  applicant  t    The  War- 
ren location  having  been  presented  to  and  allowed  by  the  local  office 
prima  facie  segregated  the  land  covered  thereby.    Hartman  appealed 
from  the  action  of  the  local  office  rejecting  his  said  application  to  locate 
said  land  with  Porterfield  scrip,  and  alleged  that  said  Warren  location 
did  not  legally  appropriate  the  land  because  it  was  "  fraudulent  and 
void,"  and  for  other  reasons  specifically  set  out  in  the  contest  applica- 
tion, to  which  reference  is  made. 

It  is  alleged  in  said  contest  application  that  said  Porterfield  scrip 
was  wrongfully  rejected,  because  the  land  applied  for  was  not "  legally 
appropriated,"  and  that  said  Warren  location  should  be  canoeUed  by 
you  for  certain  reasons  which  may  be  summarized  as  follows: 

(1)  That  said  Warren  was  not  legally  entitled  to  make  a  location  of 
said  land,  and  said  location  was  not  made  by  him  or  for  his  benefit 
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(2)  That  prior  tx)  the  date  of  said  location,  said  Warren  had  for  a 
valuable  consideration  parted  with  said  certificate,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  evading  "  the  express  prohibition  of  the  law,  and  aid  and  permit 
his  vendees  to  accomplish  by  circumlocution  and  subterfuge,  a  fraud 
and  imposition  upon  the  officers  of  the  law,  had  signed  and  acknowl- 
edged certain  powers  of  attorney,  one  to  locate  the  land,  j^ud  the  other 
to  sell  the  same  after  its  location;"  and  said  powers  of  attorney  are 
illegal  and  void  because  no  name  was  inserted  therein,  nor  was  the 
land  described  in  either  of  them,  the  sam^  being  contrary  to  law  and 
the  rules  of  this  Department. 

(3)  That  prior  to  said  location,  the  Warren  scrip  was  *'  in  the  open 
market  for  sale  at  Duluth,  Minnesota,  by  C,  d'  Autremont,  Jr.,  a  resi- 
dent of  Duluth,  and  the  business  associate  or  partner  of  the  said  J.  H. 
Sharp,  the  pretended  attorney  in  fact  of  said  James  H.  Warren,"  who 
knew,  at  the  time  said  location  was  made,  that  said  Warren  "  had  no 
mterest  in  the  said  certificate  of  scrip  and  was  to  get  no  interest  what- 
ever in  the  lands  which  he  attempted  to  locate  in  said  scrippee's  name 
with  said  scrip." 

(4)  That  the  contestant  has  been  informed  that  said  Warren  was 
Secretary  of  the  Home  Missionary  Society,  living  in  San  Francisco 
about  the  time  said  location  was  made,  and  ^<  was  under  the  7th  clause 
of  the  2nd  article  of  the  treaty  of  September  30, 1854,  entitled  to  80 
acres  of  land;"  that  said  location  was  illegal  because  <Hhe  certificate 
of  identity,  or  so  called  scrip  .  •  .  •  upon  its  face  expressly  de- 
clared that  any  assignment,  sale,  pledge,  or  mortgage,  of  the  same 
would  not  be  recognized  as  valid  by  the  IJnited  States,  nor  any  right 
accruing  under  it,"  which  condition  was  wholly  disregarded,  and  the 
location  was  made  in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  Fred.  F.  Hun- 
tress, and  three  others,  and  not  for  the  benefit,  either  present  or  pros- 
I)ective  of  said  Warren. 

(5)  That  said  location  has  not  been  sanctioned  by  the  President  ot 
the  United  States,  and  the  right  to  locate  said  land  being  purely  per- 
sonal was  not  asserted  by  said  Warren  for  his  benefit,  nor  by  any  per- 
son duly  authorized  to  make  the  location  for  the  exclusive  use  of  said 
Warren.  Hartman  filed  with  his  said  contest  affidavit,  the  af&davits  of 
two  other  persons,  and  each  swears  ^'  that  he  has  heard  read  the  fore- 
going i>etition  of  Emil  Hartman^  and  knows  the  contents  thereof,  and 
that  the  same  is  true,  except  as  to  those  matters  therein  which  depo- 
nents believe  to  be  true."  The  subsequent  applications  of  contest  con- 
tain substantially  the  same  allegations  as  to  the  invalidity  of  Warren's 
location  as  those  in  Hartman's  contest  affidavit 

On  June  12, 1889,  counsel  for  Hartman  filed  with  you  the  af&davitof 
James  H.  Warren,  made  at  Los  Angeles,  California,  on  April  1st,  1889, 
alleging  that  he  was  married  in  1850  to  Emily  A.  Churchill,  and  has 
never  been  "  married  but  once; "  that  on  September  30, 1854,  he  was  a 
<;lergyman  of  the  Congregational  Church  and  lived  at  Nevada  City, 
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California;  that  under  the  Chippewa  treaty  of  September  30, 1851 
(8upra)y  he  was  entitled  to  scrip,  and  in  the  year  1884  he  received  "a 
letter  of  identity  "  showing  that  he  was  a  beneficiary  under  said  treaty  j 
that  in  the  year  1884,  or  1885,  :he  sold  said  certiflcate  to  some  person 
whose  name  he  does  not  recollect;  that  when  he  sold  said  scrip  lie 
parted  with  all  of  his  right,  title  and  interest,  without  any  reservation 
whatever  of  any  interest  in  the  land  which  might  be  located  with  said 
scrip;  that  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  he  signed  a  power  of  attorney  in 
connection  with  said  scrip,  but  is  unable  to  recollect  the  name  of  the 
person  inserted  in  said  power  of  attorney,  or  whether  any  name  was 
inserted  thereon;  that  according  to  his  recollection  there  was  no  de- 
scription of  the  land  in  said  power  of  attorney,  nor  in  any  papers  siped 
by  him  at  the  time  of  said  sale;  that  he  has  never  had  any  acquaintance 
with  Kristian  Kortgaard,  Fred  F.  Huntress  or  Samuel  0.  Brown,  or  had 
any  business  acquaintance  with  either  of  them;  that  he  never  ap- 
pointed either  of  said  persons  his  attorney  to  locate  for  him  any  land 
in  township  63  If .,  of  range  11  west,  4  P.  M.  Minnesota,  nor  did  he  ever 
personally  locate  any  lands  in  said  State  or  elsewhere  under  said  scrip; 
that  he  never  had  any  interest  in  any  part  of  lot  7  and  the  IfE  i  of  the 
SW  i  of  section  30,  T.  63  N.,  E,  11  W.,  4  P.  M.  in  Minnesota;  that  he 
does  not  know  and  never  had  any  business  relations  with  <^  J.H.  Sharp 
or  Charles  Dautremont.'' 

In  his  appeal  from  your  decision  Hartman  alleges  nineteen  specifica- 
tions of  error,  which  may  be  condensed  as  follows: 

(1)  In  holding  that  said  Warren's  location  was  a  valid  appropriation 
of  said  land,  and  that  the  allegations  of  contest  and  showing  made  were 
not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption  in  fistvor  of  its  validity,  and 

(2)  That  if  said  allegations  be  true  they  would  not  warrant  the  can- 
cellation of  said  Warren's  location. 

(3)  In  deciding  that  said  Chippewa  scrip,  with  the  accompanying 
powers  of  attorney,  authorizes  the  sale  and  transfer  of  the  right  of  said 
Warren  to  select  eighty  acres  of  land  under  the  provision  of  said  treaty, 
because  said  certificate  contains  no  words  restraining  such  sale  or  trans- 
fer, and  if  such  right  be  not  assignable,  any  attempted  transfer  would 
be  invalid  but  would  not  affect  the  validity  of  said  location. 

(4)  In  deciding  that  if  a  patent  issued  on  said  location,  it  would  in- 
ure to  the  benefit  of  said  Warren,  and  no  other  i>erson  had  a  right  to 
object  to  said  location  as  it  was  made  in  the  name  of  said  Warren. 

(5)  In  not  deciding  that  the  right  under  said  treaty,  being  purely 
personal  and  inalienable,  is  not  different  in  its  nature  from  Sioux  half- 
breed  scrip,  and  is,  therefore,  controlled  by  the  departmental  decision 
in  the  case  of  Allen,  et  al.^  v.  Merrill,  et  al.  (8  L.  D.,  207),  on  review  (13 
L.  D.,  138). 

(6)  In  holding  that  said  location,  although  made  in  the  name  of  said 
Warren  but  not  for  his  use,  by  one  acting  under  a  power  of  attorney, 
given  for  the  purpose  of  selling  the  right  of  the  scrip  claimant  to  locate 
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« 

fiaidland,  can  be  made  valid  by  a  subsequent  ratiflcatiou  by  said  War* 
ren,  especially  in  the  case  of  an  adverse  claim;  and  finally^ 

(7)  In  rejecting  the  application  of  Hartman  to  enter  the  land  covered 
by  said  Warren  location,  and  not  ordering  a  hearing  to  determine  the 
matters  at  issue  between  said  parties. 

Chandler  and  Barrick  «lso  severally  appeal  from  your  decision  of 
October  16,  1889,  upon  the  ground  that  Warren's  location  was  abso- 
lutely void,  and  that  it  was  error  to  reject  their  several  applications  for 
the  land,  and  also  ui>on  the  further  ground,  that  Hartman's  application 
to  contest  was  not  coiToborated  as  required  by  the  regulations  of  this 
Department  and  should  have  been  rejected,  and  their  applications  to 
contest  said  Warren's  location  should  have  been  received.  Hyde  ax>- 
pealed  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  prior  pre-emption  claimant  for  the 
NE  J  of  the  8 W  J  of  section  30,  and,  therefore,  Warren's  location  of  the 
same  was  invalid. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  Warren  scrip,  or 
certificate  of  identity,  is  assignable,  for,  if  this  question  be  answered 
affirmatively,  then  the  only  conflicting  claim  to  be  determined  is  that 
of  Mr.  Hyde. 

On  September  30, 1854  (10  Stat.«  1109),  a  treaty  was  concluded  at  La 
Pointe,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  by  the  United  States,  with  "  the 
Chippewa  Indians  of  Lake  Superior  and  the  Mississippi,"  by  which  the 
Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  ^^all  the  lands  heretofore  owned  by 
them  in  common  with  the  Ghippewas  of  the  Mississippi"  lying  east  of 
a  certain  boundary  therein  described.  By  the  second  section  thereof, 
certain  reservations  were  set  apart  for  the  Ghippewas  of  Lake  Superior 
and,  in  the  7th  clause  of  said  section,  it  was  agreed  that, — 

Each  head  of  a  family  or  single  person,  over  twenty-one  years  of  age  at  the  present 
time,  of  the  mixed  bloods,  belonging  to  the  Ghippewas  of  Lake  Saperior,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  eighty  acres  of  land,  to  be  selected  by  them  nnder  the  direction  of  the  Pres- 
ident; and  which  shall  be  secnred  to  them  in  nsnal  form. 

The  contemporaneous  construction  of  said  clause  by  the  Department 
is  fully  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs 
dated  March  8, 1872,  and  the  decision  of  Mr.  Secretary  Delano  dated 
March  19, 1872  (in  HousaEx.  Doc.  193,  42nd  Congress,  2nd  Session,  p. 
4-18  and  316-318,  inclusive).  In  said  rei)ort  it  appears  that  on  Feb- 
ruary 17th,  1856,  the  Indian  Agent,  then  in  the  city,  suggested  to  the 
ludian  Office  "the  propriety  of  issuing  certificates  to  persons  entitled 
to  land,  under  the  7th  clause  of  the  second  article  of  said  treaty,  and 
enclosed  a  form  which  he  proposed  for  such  certificates,''  which  letter 
was  referred  to  Commissioner  Hendricks,  of  the  General  Land  Of&ce^ 
who,  on  the  23rd  of  the  same  month,  reported  that  in  his  opinion,  "the 
issue  of  certificates  or  scrip  in  any  form''  was  not  provided  for  in  the 
treaty,  nor  authorized  by  any  law,  and  that  "the  plan,  if  adopted  even 
temporarily,  would  be  fraught  with  many  evil  results."  In  his  opinion 
"the  treaty  contemplated  ownership  and  possession  by  the  Indians 
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personally,  aud  was  desigued  to  guard  against  any  transfer  of  his  rights 
before  the  issuing  of  the  patenf 

On  March  3, 1866,  the  papers  were  referred  to  the  Indian  OflBce,vith 
the  following  endorsement  by  the  Secretary :  "  Sec'y  remarks  ^  Let  mem's 
be  given  In's  as  proposed,  but  with  clause  expressly  and  decidedly  vs. 
any  transfer,  mortgage  &c.  Patent  be  issued  to  the  Indians,  not  in 
anywise  to  inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  one  but  the  Ind*  and  his  heirs.'" 

On  March  12,  1856,  the  Indian  Office  reported  to  the  Department 
that  it  was  impossible  for  the  Indian  agent  to  make  the  locations  pro- 
vided for  in  said  clause  of  the  treaty,  because  the  Indians  were  so 
widely  scattered,  and  "  recommended  the  issuance  of  scrip  ^  in  the  fonn 
submitted,  as  the  most  practicable  method  of  disposing  of  the  half- 
breed  claims.  The  form  was  approved  by  Secretary  McClelland,  and 
after  reciting  said  clause,  prescribes  the  form  of  certificate  of  the  In- 
dian agent,  that  the  person  therein  named  is  one  of  the  beneficiaries 
of  said  treaty  and  is  entitled  to  eighty  acres  of  land  as  therein  pro- 
vided, which  certificate  required  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

The  certificate  also  contains  the  following: 

It  is  expressly  understood  and  declared  that  any  sale,  transfer;  mortgage,  aasii^iunent; 
or  pledge  of  this  certificate,  or  of  any  rights  accruing  under  it,  will  not  he  recog- 
nized as  valid  hy  the  United  States ;  and  that  the  patent  for  lands  located  hy  yirtae 
thereof  shall  he  issued  directly  to  the  ahove  named  reservee,  or  his  heirs,  and  shall 
in  no  wise  inure  to  the  henefit  of  any  other  person  or  persons. 

On  July  8, 1856,  in  a  report  to  the  Secretary,  the  Indian  Office  con- 
strued said  clause  to  include  only  such  "  mixed  bloods  of  Chippewas 
of  Lake  Superior  as  resided  among  or  contiguous  to  the  various  bands 
of  those  Indians,  as  distinguished  from  the  Chippewas  of  Michigan  and 
the  Chippewas  of  the  Mississippi,^  and  the  Secretary,  upon  considera- 
tion of  said  report,  having  directed  the  Indian  Office  to  be  as  hberal 
in  the  construction  of  said  clause  as  its  terms  would  warrant,  the  Indian 
Office  thereupon  rejected  the  applications  of  all  parties  who  did  not 
come  within  said  construction  as  stated  in  said  report. 

On  July  23, 1868,  Acting  Secretary  Kelley  advised  the  Indian  Ofl8c« 
that  "  the  proper  construction  of  said  clause  was  distinctly  before  the 
Department  at  the  date  of  office  report  of  July  8,  1856,  and  that  he 
regarded  it  as  having  been  settled  by  the  Secretary's  decision  of  July 
10, 1856,  and  the  practice  of  the  Office  of  Indian  Affairs  under  it." 

This  construction  continued  until  May  18, 1863,  when  it  was  changed 
by  Secretary  Usher,  and  scrip  was  continued, — 

to  be  issued  to  other  half-breeds  without  regard  to  their  residence,  the  only  require- 
ment being  satisfactory  evidence  that  they  were  half-breeds  or  mixed  bloods  belong- 
ing  to  the  Chippewas  of  Lake  Superior  and  the  Mississippi,  and  were  twenty-one 
years  of  age  or  the  head  of  a  family  at  the  date  of  the  treaty. 

On  June  9th,  1865,  Mr.  Secretary  Harlan  decided  that  said  treaty 
**does  not  contemplate  the  issuing  of  ^  scrip,'  but  patents,  for  the  land 
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to*  which  the  half-breed  or  mixed  blood  Chippewa  may  be  entitled." 
And  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  was  directed  to  instruct  the 
Indian  agents  ^^so  that  no  more  ^ scrip'  may  issue  to  any  of  said  half- 
breeds.''^ 

On  October  28, 1867,  Mr.  Secretary  Browning  advised  the  Indian 
Office  that  he  concurred  in  said  decision  of  Mr.  Secretary  Usher,  rela- 
tive to  the  persons  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  said  7th  clause,  and  also 
re-affirmed  said  decision  of  Mr.  Secretary  Harlan  that  said  treaty  did 
not  authorize  the  issuance  of  scrip,  but  that  the  land  must  be  selected 
under  the  direction  of  the  President,  and  secured  to  the  party  by  patent* 

The  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  also  recites  in  said  report  the 
action  of  his  office  and  the  Department  relative  to  the  appointment  of 
a  Commission  to  investigate  the  alleged  fraudulent  issue  of  scrip  under 
said  7th  clause,  and  its  report  thereon,  and  he  concludes  that  Mr.  Sec- 
retary Usher's  decision  of  May  18, 1863,  was  wrong  and  ought  to  be 
reversed;  that  said  treaty  did  not  contemplate  the  issuance  of  ^^ scrip 
in  any  form  or  in  any  sense;"  that  the  scrip  or  certificates  of  identity 
already  issued, — 

have  vested  no  rights  in  any  olaimant,  and  can,  therefore,  constitate  no  objection 
to.  any  action  which  the  Department  may  deem  is  desirable  to  take  to  carry  out  the 
pioyisions  of  the  treaty  of  1854,  through  any  other  form  of  procedure. 

On  March  19, 1872  (H.  Ex.  Doc.,  aupra^  p.  316),  Mr.  Secretary  Delano 
concurred  in  the  view  expressed  by  Oommissioner  Walker,  and  over- 
ruled said  decision  of  Mr.  Secretary  Usher,  which,  as  he  states,  ^^  had 
resulted  in  extensive  and  systematic  frauds,  by  which  scrip  has  been 
issued  to  fictitious  persons  and  many  others  not  embraced  in  said 
seventh  clause,  and  apparently  for  the  benefit  only  of  those  who  had 
contrived  this  scheme  for  the  purpose  of  private  gain  and  speculation." 
Secretary  Delano  also  directed  that  the  unpatented  entries,  with  cer- 
tain exceptions^  should  be  canceled,  and  that, — 

hereafter  any  persons  claiming  the  benefits  of  the  seventh  clause  of  the  second  article 
of  the  treaty  aforesaid,  shaU  be  required,  first,  to  appear  before  an  Indian  agent 
within  whose  jurisdiction  he  resides,  and  make  proof  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  said  agent,  that  he  or  she,  at  the  date  of  said  treaty,  was  the 
head  of  a  family  or  a  single  person  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  of  the  mixed-bloods 
belonging  to  the  Chippewas  of  Lake  Superior  at  that  date.  When  such  proof  is 
made,  said  Indian  agent,  if  satisfied  that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  locate  land 
under  said  seventh  clause,  shall  deposit  the  same  with  the  register  of  the  land  office 
within  whose  district  the  land  is  situated  to  which  the  beneficiary  under  said  treaty 
is  entitled,  giving  with  it  a  certificate  of  his  opinion  in  writing  that  the  person  ap- 
plying is  entitled  to  eighty  acres  of  land  under  the  treaty  aforesaid ;  whereupon  said 
person  shall  be  entitled  to  enter,  by  proper  description,  the  tract  which  he  desires. 

On  January  20, 1874,  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  reported  to 
the  Secretary  that  he  had  received  the  claim  of  said  Warren,  through 
Hon.  T.  W.  Ferry,  who  filed  a  communication  from  him  dated  San 
Francisco  December  18, 1874,  to  be  allowed  to  make  proof  that  he  was 
entitled  to  enter  eighty  aeres  of  land  under  the  provision  of  said  7th 
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clause.  The  Oommissioner  reconunended  that  on  acconnt  of  the  dis- 
tance to  the  nearest  Indian  agent^ — 

before  whom  Mr.  Warren  can  makepioofaa  required  by  departmental  order  of  March 
19, 1872,  and  as  he  is  i>ersonally  known  to  Senator  Ferry  and  myself,  as  being  a 
mixed-blood  Chipi>ewa  of  Lake  Superior,  and  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  treaty 
of  1854,  said  order  be  so  far  modified  in  this  case  as  to  permit  the  substitution  of  the 
certificate  of  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  for  the  action  required  to  be  taken 
before  the  local  Indian  agent,  which  shaU  entitle  him  to  locate  land  under  said 
Beventh  clause  of  said  second  article  of  the  treaty  of  1864,  and  enter  by  proper  de- 
scription the  tract  he  may  desire. 

On  January  21, 1875,  Secretary  Delano  approved  said  reconimenda- 
tion  and  directed  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  to  advise  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office  of  said  action,  and  request 
him  to  notify  the  registers  of  the  proper  land  offices  accordingly. 

It  is  earnestly  contended  in  behalf  of  Warren  that  this  was  an  ad- 
judication that  he  was  a  mixed-blood  Chippewa,  and  had  a  right  to 
enter  eighty  acres  of  land  under  the  provisions  of  said  clause.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  insisted  that  the  order  of  the  Secretary  was  not  made 
upon  a  fiill  presentation  of  all  of  the  £a.cts,  and  that  Secretary  Delano  did 
not  intend  to,  and  did  not,  change  his  former  decision  of  March  19, 
1872,  in  which  he  expressly  held  that  the  former  ruling  of  the  Depart- 
ment was  erroneous,  and  that  <^no  one  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  said 
7th  clause  unless  he  belonged  to  the  Chipi)ewas  of  Lake  Sui>erior  at 
the  date  of  the  treaty;^  and,  at  that  date,  resided  with  them  or  contig- 
nous  thereto.  It  is  evident  firom  the  foregoing  that  the  papers  pre- 
sented to  Secretary  Delano  did  not  state  or  intimate  that  at  the  date 
of  the  treaty  Mr.  Warren  did  not  reside  with  the  Chippewas  of  Lake 
Superior,  or  near  by,  and  it  wiQ  not  answer  to  say  that  the  Seci-etary 
intended  to  award  him  the  right  to  enter  eighty  acres  of  land  under 
said  clause  if,  in  fact,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  same  under  the  de- 
cision of  the  Secretary  of  March  19, 1872,  [awpra)^  The  Commissioner's 
report  upon  which  said  decision  was  based,  shows  that  the  Indiaa 
agent,  on  November  21, 1855,  under  instructions  Irom  the  Indian  Office, 
transmitted  a  list  containing  two  hundred  and  seventy-eight  names  of 
<<  persons  entitled  to  claim  land"  under  said  7th  clause,  which  he  said 
had  ^^been  prepared  with  much  care,  and  contains  no  names  but  such 
as  in  my  (his)  judgment,  are  clearly  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  pro- 
visions referred  to.  Some  have,  doubtless,  not  yet  reported;  but  the 
list  cannot  be  very  materially  increased."  Notwithstanding  this  state- 
ment of  Agent  Gilbert,  it  appears  that  prior  to  Secretary  Delano's  de- 
cision one  thousand  one  hundred  and  sixty-eight  pieces  of  scrip  or  cer- 
tificates were  issued  under  said  clause,  of  which  eight  hundired  and 
sixty-seven  were  located,  and  five  hundred  and  fifty-eight  patented, 
and  also  five  other  patents  were  issued  ^'out  of  one  hundred  and  seven- 
teei\  x>ersonal  applications  made  and  received  for  land."  This  large 
illegal  over-issue  was  occasioned,  according  to  Secretary  Delano's  de- 
cision, by  the  erroneous  ruling  of  Secretary  Usher,  that  "proof  of 
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actual  residence  among  orcontignoas  to  the  Ghippewas  of  Lake  Supe* 
rior  and  the  Mississippi  at  the  date  of  the  treaty  was  no  longer  re- 
quired of  claimants  under  said  seventh  clause." 

It  is  evident,  to  my  mind,  that  the  construction  of  said  treaty  prior 
to  said  decision  of  Secretary  Usher,  which  was  reversed  by  Secretary 
Delano,  was  correct.  The  Ghippewas  of  Lake  Superior  are  mentioned 
in  said  7th  clause  in  their  tribal  capacity,  and  like  other  tribes  who 
have  made  treaties  with  the  United  States,  they  were  anxious  to  make 
some  provision  for  the  mixed-bloods  "belonging"  to  them,  living  with 
them,  or  in  close  contiguity.  It  was  never  intended  that  said  clause 
should  be  so  extended  as  to  embrace  those  who  had  abandoned  their 
tribal  relations,  and  perhaps  have  become  members  of  other  tribes  or 
communities.  And  this  conclusion  is  reached  by  me  independently  of 
the  act  of  December  19, 1854  (10  Stat.,  598),  authorizing  the  President 
to  negotiate  with  the  Chippewa  Indians  for  the  extinguishment  of  their 
title  to  all  lands  in  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin,  which  contains  a  restric- 
tion upon  the  power  of  alienation  without  the  consent  of  the  President; 
or,  of  the  act  of  June  8, 1872  (17  Stat.,  340),  authorizing  the  purchase 
^<with  cash  or  military  bounty  land  warrants,"  of  lands  located  under 
said  7th  clause  by  ^^nnocent  holders  of  the  same." 

It  being  now  alleged  that  said  Warren  was  not  residing  <<  among  or 
contiguous  to  the  Ghippewas  of  Lake  Superior  and  the  Mississippi  at 
the  date  of  the  treaty"  and,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  eighty  acres  of 
land  thereunder,  it  is  proper  that  the  charge  should  be  investigated. 

But  if  it  be  conceded,  arguendOj  that  said  Warren  was  a  beneficiary 
under  said  treaty,  yet  it  must  be  held,  I  think,  that  his  right  of  loca- 
tion was  not  the  subject  of  sale  prior  to  the  issue  of  patent.  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  selections  of  the  half-breeds  are  to  be  made  ^^  under 
the  direction  of  the  President,  and  which  shall  be  secured  to  them  in 
usual  form;"  that  prior  to  the  issue  of  patent  the  President  may  issue 
directions,  through  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  which  will  be  as  bind- 
ing as  if  issued  under  his  own  hand.  Wilcox  t?.  Jackson  (13  Peters, 
498),  and  that  under  the  uniform  decisions  of  all  of  the  Secretaries  of 
the  Interior  upon  the  question,  the  scrip  or  certificate  was  not  assign- 
able. And  it  was  usually  stated  on  its  face  that  any  sale,  mortgage, 
or  pledge  thereof,  "  or  of  any  right  accruing  thereunder  will  not  be  rec- 
ognized as  valid  by  the  United  States."  It  can  hardly  be  seriously 
contended  that  the  certificate  issued  to  Mr.  Warren,  even  if  it  did  not 
on  its  face  have  said  restriction,  was  therefore  assignable. 

No  reason  appears  for  making  Mr.  Warren  an  exception,  and  it  is  not 
stated  in  his  certificate  that  it  is  assignable,  and  that  he  is  excepted 
from  the  repeated  and  uniform  ruling  of  the  Department.  Besides, 
youi  circular  dated  March  15, 1873,  to  the  registers  and  receivers  of  the 
United  States  Land  Offices,  paragraph  8,  distinctly  says,  **this  scrip  is 
not  assignable,  transfers  of  the  same  being  held  void  (0.  L.  L.,  p.  708). 
It  is,  however,  asserted  that  although  the  scrip  or  certificate  is  not 
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assignable,  yet  the  property  right  in  the  laud  is  the  subject  of  ssde,  and 
that  the  supreme  court  has  so  expressly  ruled  in  the  following  cases, 
Dole  V.  Wilson,  20  Minn.,  356;  Doe  v.  WQson,  23  Howard,  45Tj  Crews 
V.  Burcham,  1  Black,  352;  Prentice  v.  Steams,  113  U.  8.,  435. 

These  cases  have  all  been  examined  and,  in  my  judgment,  €hey  do 
not  warrant  the  contention  claimed  by  counseL  They  all  arose  after 
patents  had  been  issued,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  in  the  cases  of 
Doe  V.  Wilson  and  Crews  v.  Burcham  that,  either  in  the  treaty,  or  by 
the  Department,  there  were  any  express  restrictions  against  the  right 
of  alienation. 

In  the  case  of  Dole  v.  Wilson  {supra)^  which  arose  under  said  7th 
clause,  the  court  in  effect  held  that  the  delivery  of  certain  certificates 
of  identity  with  agreements  to  convey,  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  the  defendant's  promise  to  pay.  In  its  opinion,  the  court  said, — 
<^  the  privilege  of  each  half-breed  to  select  eighty  acres  of  land  was  a 
X>ersonal  right,  and,  therefore,  the  scrip  issued  as  the  evidence  of  the 
right  was  not  assignable,"  citing  as  authority  the  case  of  Gilbert  v. 
Thompson  (14  Minn.,  544). 

This  latter  case  was  persistently  pressed  upon  the  Department  in  the 
case  of  Allen,  et  al.  v.  Merrill,  et  al.  (8  L.  D.,  207),  on  review  (12  L.  D.^ 
138),  as  authority  for  the  contention  that  although  the  Sioux  half  breed 
scrip  was  not  assignable,  yet  the  property  right  in  the  land  located 
with  said  scrip  and  attempted  to  be  assigned,  was  the  subject  of  sale, 
and  therefore  the  location  made  in  the  name  of  the  half-breed  should 
be  sustained.  But  the  Department  refused  to  accept  this  view,  and 
held  in  the  original  decision  in  said  case,  that  as  the  transfer  of  Sioux 
half-breed  scrip  is  prohibited  by  statute,  the  Department  will  not  recog- 
nize the  right  of  location  in  one  claiming  such  right  by  two  powers  of 
attorney,  one  to  locate  said  scrip,  and  the  other  to  sell  the  land  covered 
by  the  location.  It  was  also  held  that  the  various  departmental  cir- 
culars issued  relative  to  the  location  of  said  scrip  were  valid,  and,  hav- 
ing existed  since  1872,  parties  can  not  justly  complain  of  their  enforce- 
ment, for  they  must  have  known  of  them  when  they  attempted  to  evade 
their  provisions.  On  review  (12  L.  D.,  138),  the  case  was  again  very 
ftilly  considered,  and  it  is  stated  that,  — 

It  is  perfectly  plain  to  my  mind;  as  a  matter  of  original  oonstmction,  that  by  the 
act  of  Congress  the  scrip  in  qnestion  was  intended  to  be  the  evidence  of  a  purely 
personal  right  in  the  half-breed  to  locate  and  receive  patent  for  the  number  of  acres 
of  land  therein  called  for.  That  this  is  true  is  clearly  shown  by  the  declaration  in 
the  act  that  no  transfer  or  conveyance  of  the  scrip  shall  be  valid.  If  the  scrip 
conld  not  be  legally  transferred  or  assigned,  it  must  necessarily  follow  that  it  eonld 
not  be  used  as  a  means  to  acquire  title  to  lands  by  any  person  other  than  the  half- 
breed  himself,  or  by  his  agent  or  attorney.  It  was,  therefore,  obviously  intended  for 
the  sole  benefit  of  the  half-breed.  It  conld  be  lawfully  located  only  by  him  in  his 
own  proper  person,  or  for  his  sole  use  and  benefit^  by  his  legally  oonstitnted  agent 
or  attorney.  These  propositions  will  scarcely  be  seriously  questioned.  They  are  the 
result  of  the  clear  and  unambiguous  provisions  of  the  statate. 
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With  referehc^  to  the  case  of  Gilbert  i?.  Thompson  («wjwa),  it  is  said, 
(p.  153)- 

The  controlKng  points  in  the  case,  as  decided  by  the  conrt,  plainly  wore,  (1)  that 
a  simple  power  to  sell,  executed  by  a  half-breed,  such  as  the  one  there  considered^ 
would  extend  to  lands  subsequently  acquired  by  means  of  scrip,  if  within  its  terms, 
and  (2)  that  parol  proof  of  an  intent  coincident  with  the  creation  of  the  power  to 
transfer  the  scrip,  could  not  be  received  to  defeat  the  power. 

It  is  further  stated  that, — 

no  question  relative  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  such  as  that  considered  by  the 
court,  can  possibly  arise  in  this  case,  for  the  simple  reason  that  the  government  is 
here  a  party  interested,  whereas  the  controversy  in  that  case  was  between  contending 
claimants  for  the  land  after  the  government  hud  parted  with  its  title. 

It  was  further  said,  concerning  the  departmental  regulations  cited 
therein — "  Not  being  in  conflict  with  the  statute,  these  regulations  have 
all  the  force  and  effect  of  law.  Hessong  v.  Burgan  (9  L.  D.,  353),  and 
cases  cited.^ 

Since  the  regulations  issued  relative  to  the  selection  of  land  under 
said  7th  clause,  not  being  in  conflict  with  the  treaty,  or  any  existing 
law,  must  be  held  to  have  the  force  of  a  statute,  any  attempt  of  the  In- 
dian half-breed  to  sell,  or  of  any  person  to  purchase  his  certificate,  or  to 
acquire  any  right  thereunder  by  means  of  two  powers  of  attorney,  one  to 
locate,  and  the  other  to  sell  the  land  after  location,  must  be  hold  to  be 
illegal  and  in  violation  of  law.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  third  parties 
are  not  concerned,  for  the  government  is  an  interested  party,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  in  duty  bound  to  see  that  the  disposition  of 
every  part  of  the  public  domain  is  in  accordance  with  law,  and  the  regu- 
lations of  his  Department.  (Witherspoon  v.  Duncan  (4  Wallace,  218); 
Lee  V.  Johnson  (116  U.  S.,  48) ;  WUliams  v.  United  States  (138  U.  S.,  48). 

In  Knight  v.  United  Land  Association,  et  ah  (October  Term,  1891), 
Mr.  Justice  Lamar,  speaking  for  the  court,  said, — 

The  Secretary  is  the  guardian  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  over  the  public 
lands.  The  obligations  of  his  oath  of  office  oblige  him  to  see  that  the  law  is  carried 
out,  and  that  none  of  the  public  domain  is  wasted  or  is  disposed  of  to  a  party  not 
entitled  to  it.  He  represents  the  govemroeut,  which  is  a  party  in  interest  in  every 
case  involving  the  surveying  and  disposal  of  the  public  lands. 

The  alleged  ratification  by  Warren  of  the  acts  of  Sharp,  in  the  loca- 
tion and  sale  of  said  land,  can  avail  nothing  if  the  original  transaction 
was  tainted  with  illegality.  ^^If  the  location  of  the  scrip  was  illegal 
and  invalid,  then  the  deed  of  ratification  could  not  give  it  vitality — 
could  not  vitalize  that  which  had  not  in  it  the  germ  or  essence  of  legal 
vitality.'^    Hyde,  et  al,  v.  Eaton,  et  al.  {supra). 

Tlie  question  who  will  be  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry  of 
the  lands  covered  by  said  Warren  location  does  not  arise  in  this  record, 
and  cannot  be  determined  until  the  validity  of  said  location  shall  have 
been  finally  determined  by  the  Department,  and  an  application  is  filed 
for  the  land,  claiming  a  preference  right  of  entry  by  reason  of  the  can- 
cellation of  the  location  through  the  efforts  of  the  applicant.  Saunders 
«.  Baldwin  (9  L.  D.,  391)  5  Hyde  et  al.  v.  Eaton  et  al  (12  L.  D.,  157). 
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There  can  be  no  qnestion  of  the  right  of  any  person  to  initiate  a  con- 
test  against  a  scrip  or  ceriificate  location,  npon  sufficient  showing  being 
made,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice  (4  L.  D.,  38). 

Bole  1,  provides — Contest  may  be  initiated  by  an  adverse  party,  or  other  penon^ 
against  a  party  to  any  entry,  or  other  claim  nnder  laws  of  Congress  relating  to  tii/s 
public  lands,  for  any  sufficient  canse  affecting  the  legality  or  validity  of  the  claim; 
and  the  second  mle  provides — ^In  every  case  of  application  for  a  hearing  an  affidavit 
most  be  iiled  by  the  contestant  with  Uie  register  and  receiver,  folly  setting  forth  the 
facts  which  constitute  the  grounds  of  contest. 

And  by  rule  three,  one  or  more  affidavits  must  accompany  the  affidavit 
of  contestant  where  an  entry  is  of  record, 

Bule  5  provides  that — '*  In  case  of  entry  or  locatUm  on  which  final  certificate  has 
been  issued,  the  hearing  will  be  ordered  only  by  direction  of  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office'';  and  rule  6  declares  that — ^Applications  for  hearings  tmder 
rule  5  must  be  transmitted  by  the  register  and  receiver,  with  special  report  and  reo- 
ommendations  to  the  Commissioner  for  his  determination  and  instructions. 

From  the  record  before  me,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  contest  affidavit 
of  Hartman,  having  been  first  filed  in  the  local  office  and  sufficiently 
corroborated,  must  be  held  to  take  precedence  of  the  other  applications 
for  contest.  From  his  own  showing,  the  contest  application  of  Hyde, 
corroborated  by  the  affidavits  of  Powers  and  McDonald,  was  not  filed 
until  October  29, 1889,  long  subsequently  to  the  applications  of  Hart- 
man,  Chandler  and  Barrick,  and  it  appears  that  the  hearing  ordered 
upon  his  application  of  April  10, 1886,  was  revoked  by  you  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  Department  held  in  Hyde  et  cU.  v.  £aton  et  al.  on  February 
18, 1889,  and  affirmed  on  review  (12  L.  D.,  167),  that  Hyde's  pre-emption 
claim  for  said  tract  was  illegal.  Besides,  Hyde's  motion  to  set  aside 
said  order  was  not  made  until  July  6, 1889,  and  his  application  to  con- 
test, supported  by  affidavits,  was  not  filed  until  October  29, 1889,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  considered  until  the  prior  contests  shall  have  been 
decided.  Durkee  v.  Teets  (4  L.  D.,  99) ;  Woodward  v.  Percival  et  oiL 
(idem  234);  Oonly  v.  Price  (9  L.  D.,  490). 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  it  may  also  be  observed  that  according 
to  his  own  showing,  Hyde  is  now  seeking  to  enter  three  other  tracts 
under  the  homestead  law.  He  cannot  have  two  settlement  claims  for 
diii'erent  tracts  at  the  same  time. 

Upon  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  matter,  I  conclude  that  the 
allegations  set  forth  in  Hartman's  contest  affidavit  are  sufficient  to 
require  a  hearing  to  be  had  to  afford  him  an  opportunity  to  prove  the 
same ;  that  the  other  applications  of  contest  must  be  held  to  await  the 
result  of  said  contest;  that  Hyde  can  claim  nothing  by  virtue  of  his 
pre-emption  claim  for  said  NE  ^  of  SW  ij  as  against  the  government, 
because  it  has  been  decided  by  the  Department  that  his  said  settlement 
claim  was  illegal,  which  decision  was  affirmed  on  review. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  therefore  reversed,  and  you  will  direct  a 
hearing  to  be  ordered  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice  upon 
Hai'tman's  said  allegations  of  contest. 
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TNJ>1A2S  RESERVATION— HOMESTEAD  BNTRT— EXECUTIVE  ORDER. 

Mathias  Ebert. 

An  executive  order  establishing  an  Indian  reservation  does  not  take  effect  upon 

lands  embraced  within  a  homestead  entry. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral 

Land  Office^  June  i,  1892. 

MatWas  Ebert,  on  August  28,  1884,  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  certain  lands  in  T.  29  N.,  B.  16  W.,  Santa  Fe  land  dis- 
trict, Few  Mexico. 

A  few  months  afterward  he  applied  to  transmute  the  same  into  a 
homestead  entry,  and  was  allowed  to  do  so  (on  February  25, 1885). 

At  a  later  date  he  made  application  for  an  amendment  of  his  entry — 
which  was  allowed. 

On  June  29, 1886,  Special  Agent  E.  S.  Bruce,  of  your  office,  reported 
that  the  entryman  had  failed  to  reside  on  the  tract  as  required  by  law. 

Thereupon  you,  on  March  21, 1887,  held  the  entry  for  cancellation. 
The  entryman  appealed  to  the  Department  where  on  September  29, 
1888,  the  decision  appealed  from  was  formally  affirmed,  upon  the  basis 
of  the  departmental  decision  in  the  case  of  Hugh  A.  Gannon,  of  the 
same  date. 

Said  decision  was  informally  returned,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
tract  in  question  was  therein  described  in  accordance  with  the  descrij)- 
tion  in  the  original  pre-emption  filing,  when  it  should  have  been  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  description  in  the  amended  homestead  entry. 

A  careful  re-examination  of  the  papers  disclosed  the  fistct  that  it  was 
impossible  to  determine  firom  the  record  transmitted  the  exact  descrip- 
tion  of  the  tract  actually  entered;  and  the  Department,  on  September 
16, 1890,  returned  said  papers  with  a  request  for  a  correct  description^ 
for  information  as  to  whether  any  of  said  tract,  and  if  so  how  much^ 
was  situated  outside  of  the  Kavajo  Indian  reservation,  and  by  what 
executive  order  the  land  claimed  by  Ebert,  or  any  portion  thereof,  had 
been  withdrawn  from  settlement  and  entry. 

I  am  now  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  November  30, 1891,  enclosing  a 
report  from  Special  Agent  A,  F.  Leach,  of  your  office,  containing  the 
information  requested. 

From  said  report  and  your  letter  it  appears  that  the  entry,  as  finally 
amended,  covered  the  SW.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  and  the  E.  J  of  the  SE.  J,  of 
Sec.  3,  and  the  S W.  J  of  the  SW.  J  of  Sec.  2,  T.  29  IS.j  E,  16  W.,  in  said 
land  district;  that  it  includes  land  lying  on  both  sides  of  the  San  Juan 
river,  without  regard  to  its  meanderings;  that  25.95  acres  of  the  tract 
lie  on  the  north  side,  and  the  remainder  on  the  south  side,  of  said  river^ 
the  latter  being  now  embraced  in  the  Kavs^o  Indian  reservation. 

The  executive  order  of  January  6, 1880,  enlarged  the  Favajo  reser* 
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vation  so  as  to  embrace  certain  lands  inclnding  T.  29  K.,  B.'s.  14, 15, 
and  16  W.,  Kew  Mexico,  lying  south  of  the  San  Joan  river. 

Executive  order  of  May  17, 1884,  exempted  from  the  operation  of  the 
order  of  January  6, 1880,  so  much  of  T.  29  K.,  E.'s.  14, 15  and  16  W., 
a«  lies  south  of  said  river  j  and  according  to  the  records  of  your  office, 
and  a  notation  on  Ebert's  filing  papers,  the  tract  was  restored  to  set- 
tlement and  entry  June  20, 1884. 

'  It  was  while  this  land  south  of  the  river  was  thus  exempted  from  the 
operation  of  the  executive  order  of  earlier  date,  and  open  to  settlement 
and  entry,  that  Ebert  (on  August  24, 1884,  supraj)  filed  his  pre-emption 
declaratory  statement,  which  he  was  afterwards  allowed  (by  your  let- 
ter of  February  25,  1885),  to  transmute  into  a  homestead  entry. 

Executive  order  of  April  24, 1886,  set  apart  as  an  addition  to  said 
reservation  so  much  of  township  29  F.,  ranges  14, 16  and  16  W.,  as 
lies  south  of  San  Juan  river — being  the  same  land  reserved  by  order  of 
January  6, 1880,  and  exempted  by  order  of  May  17, 1884,  and  including 
aU  of  Ebert's  (amended)  homestead  entry  except  25.95  acres. 

Both  Agent  Bruce  and  Agent  Leech  rexK)rt  that  Ebert  complied  with 
the  law  as  to  cultivation  and  improvements,  and  would  have  done  so  as 
to  residence  if  he  had  not  been  compelled  to  leave  by  the  Indians.  AU 
the  improvements,  amounting  in  value  to  $1,200  or  $1,500,  are  on  the 
south  side  of  the  river — within  (what  is  now)  the  Navajo  reservation. 

Your  decision  of  March  21, 1887,  holding  the  entry  for  cancellation 
does  not  explicitly  state  whether  you  so  held  because  theentryman  has 
failed  to  reside  on  the  tra^t  according  to  law,  or  because  a  portion  of  it 
was  included  in  the  lifavgyo  reservation. 

In  my  opinion  the  facts,  as  rex)orted  by  the  special  {Agents,  do  not 
justify  the  cancellation  of  the  entry  on  the  ground  of  failure  to  maintain 
residence  on  the  tract. 

It  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  recital  that  at  the  time  Ebert  made  his 
homestead  entry,  the  land  in  question  was  subject  to  the  same,  and  said 
entry  segregated  the  tracts  from  the  mass  of  the  public  domain,  hence 
the  well-known  principal  of  law  announced  in  the  case  of  Wilcox  v. 
Jackson  (13  Peters,  513),  applies 

That  whensoever  a  tract  of  land  shaU  have  once  been  legally  appropriated  to  any 
purpose;  from  that  moment  the  land  thus  appropriated  becomes  severed  from  the 
mass  of  public  lands;  and  that  no  sabscquent  law,  or  proclamation,  or  sale  wonld  be 
construed  to  embrace  it,  or  to  operate  upon  it,  although  no  reservation  were  made 
of  it. 

The  executive  order  or  proclamation  dated  April  24,  1886,  did  not 
embra(*e  the  tracts  of  land  included  in  the  entry  of  Ebert,  and  said  entry 
should  remain  intact  so  far  as  said  reservation  is  concerned. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  reversed.  This  decision,  however,  is  not 
intended  to  interfere  in  auy  way  with  any  proper  action  which  should 
be  taken  in  relation  to  this  entry  in  the  ftiture. 

This  entry  embraces  land  on  each  side  of  a  meandered  stream,  and 
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under  the  present  ruling  of  the  Department,  would  be  subject  to  can- 
cellation. The  case,  however,  seems  to  come  under  the  rule  announced 
in  the  case  of  Matilda  Strohl  (8  L.  D.,  62)  as  Ebert  made  his  settlement 
and  filing  prior  to  October  28, 1884,  the  date  of  the  departmental  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  Olof  Landgren,  in  which  the  instructions  of  your 
office  forbidding  such  entries  were  recognized. 

Departmental  decision  dated  December  8, 1891,  in  this  case  is  hereby 
recalled.  The  case  cited  in  support  of  said  decision,  viz.,  Hugh  A. 
Carmon  (7  L.  D.,  334),  involved  a  pre-emption  filing,  which,  under  the 
established  ruling  of  the  land  department,  does  not  create  a  segrega- 
tion of  the  land. 


RAILBOAD  GRANT-WITHDRAW Al>-nn>EMNITT  LANDS. 
KOBTHEBN  PACIFIO  E.  E.  CO.  V.  PETTIT. 

An  ezecntive  withdrawal  of  lands  for  indemnity  purposes  does  not  take  effect  until 
receiyed  at  the  local  office,  and  the  land  then  embraced  in  a  private  cash 
entry  is  excepted  firom  the  operation  of  such  wlthdrawaL 

The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the  St.  Paul 
.  and  Paciiic  Railroad  Company  v.  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  is  not 
authority  for  holding  that  title  can  be  acquired  to  indemnity  lands  prior  to  the 
selection  thereofl 

.  Becretcury  N'oble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Lcmd  Office^  June  2y 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company 

'  f>.  Cnrtis  H.  Pettit,  involving  the  SW.  J  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  5,  T.  62  N.,  E. 

13  W.,  Dnlnth  land  district,  Minnesota,  on  appeal  by  the  company  from 

yonr  decision  of  Febrnary  14, 1891,  awarding  the  land  to  Pettit  under 

*  his  private  cash  entry,  made  July  17, 1882. 

It  appears  that  this  tract  was  without  the  limits  of  the. withdrawal 

*  upon  the  map  of  general  route  filled  by  said  company,  but  comes  within 
the  first  indemnity  belt,  as  shown  by  the  limits  adjusted  to  the  line  of 
definite  location,  delineated  upon  the  map  filed  by  the  company  July  6, 
1882,  and  was  included  in  the  withdrawal  made  upon  said  location,  the 
order  for  which  was  received  at  the  local  office  June  22, 1883,  unless 
excepted  therefrom  by  the  entry  in  question. 

The  company's  claim  to  this  tract  is: 

That  it  became  apparent  immediately  upon  the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  loca- 
tion that  there  were  not  enough  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota  to  satisfy  the  grant,  consequently  all  the  indemnity  lands  were  eo  insianti 

*  appropriated  to  the  satisfEMstion  of  the  grant  without  selection  or  reservation,  and 
being  so  appropriated,  that  appropriation  operated  as  a  reservation  of  the  land  from 
any  entry  whatsoever. 

In  support  of  this  contention,  the  case  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  v.  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  (139  TJ.  S.^ 
1,)  is  referred  to,  in  which  the  court  uses  the  following  language : 

Aa  to  the  objection  that  no  evidence  was  produoed  of  any  selection  by  the  Secre- 
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tary  of  the  Interior  from  the  indemnity  lands  to  make  np  for  the  deficiencies  found 
in  the  lands  within  the  place  limits,  it  is  saffioient  to  observe  that  all  the  lands  irithin 
th^  indemnity  .limits  only  made  np  in  part  for  these  deficiencies.  There  was,  there- 
fore, no  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  in  selecting  from 
them,  for  they  were  all  appropriated. 

The  doctrine  that  until  selection  is  made  as  required  by  the  act  mak- 
ing the  grant,  no  title  vests  in  the  company  to  lands  within  the  indem- 
nity limits,  has  been  too  well  settled  by  the  numerous  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  to  need  more  than  a  passing  reference.  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral Railroad  Company  v.  Price  County  (133  XJ.  S.,  496),  and  cases 
therein  cited. 

In  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  et  aX.v.  Walters  et 
al.  (13  L.  D.,  235),in  referring  to  the  case  of  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  («ifpra),  it  was  stated: 

In  that  case  it  was  held  that,  there  not  heing  a  snfflcient  quantity  of  lands  in  Minne- 
sota to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Northern  Pacific  company,  the  lands  there  in 
question  (heing  those  which  were  in  the  granted  limits  as  shown  hy  the  map  of  gen- 
eral route,  and  withdrawal  thereunder,  and  within  the  indemnity  limits  on  definite 
location)  were  so  appropriated  as  to  come  within  the  terms  of  exception  in  the  sub- 
sequent grant  and  that  as  to  those  lands  no  selection  was  necessary  to  preserve  said 
company's  rights  as  against  the  subsequent  grantee.  That  case  did  not  involve  any 
questions  as  to  when  title  to  lands,  appropriated  when  the  rights  of  the  grantee  com* 
pany  would  otherwise  have  attached  but  subsequently  becoming  subject  to  selectioa 
as  indemnity  vested,  nor  was  any  rule  as  to  such  lands  attempted  to  be  laid  down. 
That  case  does  not  control  the  questioja  here  involved. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Rail- 
way Company  (141)  XT.  S.,  376),  the  attention  of  the  court  was  called  to 
the  language  used  in  the  case  of  the  St  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany  v.  liTor them  Pacific  Railroad  Company  (%upra)^  and,  after  referring 
to  the  numerous  cases  in  support  of  the  doctrine  before  outlined,  it  is 
stated: 

As  to  the  exception  to  this  rule,  noticed  in  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Bailroad  «. 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad,  139  U.  S.,  19,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  facts  of  this  case. 

The  land  here  in  question  having  been  regularly  offered,  was  subject 
to  private  cash  entry,  until  withdrawn  or  otherwise  reserved  from  such 
entry. 

1^0  such  reservation  was  made  until  the  order  of  withdrawal  was 
received  at  the  local  office,  June  22, 1883,  nearly  a  year  after  Pettit's 
entry. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  act  making  the  grant  for  this  company  that 
directs  the  withdrawal  of  indemnity  lands,  and  all  such  withdrawals 
have  been  revoked. 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  entry  was  properly  allowed, 
and  that  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  St  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  («upra).Iia8  no  bearing 
upon  the  case  under  consideration. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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OKLAHOMA  LANDS-HOMESTEAD  ENTBT. 

Tapt  V.  Ohapin. 

One  "who  is  lawftilly  witMn  tlie  Territory  of  Oklahoma  at  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  2, 1889,  and  so  remains  until  the  lands  are  open  to  settlement  and  (;ntry, 
hnt  does  not  take  advantage  of  his  presence,  as  against  others,  to  enter  npon 
and  occupy  land,  is  not,  by  such  presence  in  said  Territory,  disqualified  to  enter 
land  therein. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  3j 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Frank  A.  Tafb  v.  John  G.  Ohapin  upon 
the  appeal  of  the  latter  from  your  decision  of  February  4, 1891,  involv- 
ing his  homestead  entry  for  lots  1  and  2  and  the  S.  ^  of  the  KE.  ^  of 
Sec.  2,  T.  17  N.,  R.  7  W.,  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma. 

The  record  shows  that  on  May  26,  1890,  Ohapin  made  homestead 
entry  for  said  tract.  On  July  2, 1890,  Taft  filed  an  affidavit  of  contest 
against  Ohapin^s  entry,  upon  which  you  ordered  a  hearing,  after  which 
on  September  11, 1890,  Taft  dismissed  his  contest;  thereupon  Ohapin 
filed  an  affidavit  in  support  of  his  proof  submitted  July  31, 1890,  and 
on  the  same  day  the  local  officers  approved  the  same  and  issued  final 
certificate  for  said  tract. 

You,  by  letter  of  February  4, 1891,  upon  these  facts,  dismissed  Taffc^s 
appeal  and  protest  and  closed  the  case. 

By  the  same  letter  you  found  from  the  evidence  that 

Chapin  entered  said  territory  in  1882,  in  the  employ  of  an  Indian  trader,  and  re- 
mained  with  said  trader  abont  two  years ;  that  abont  1882,  buildings  were  erected 
on  this  land  and  it  became  a  trading  post,  stage  station,  etc. ;  that  said  Chapin 
obtained  from  the  Conunissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  May  11, 1888,  for  the  term  of  one 
year  a  license  authorizing  him  to  carry  on  the  business  of  trading  with  the  Chey- 
enne and  Arapahoe  Agency  Indians,  and  in  carrying  on  said  business.  Chapin  lived 
on  said  land  and  was  occupying  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  2,  1889,  and  lived  npon  and  occupied  said  land  continuously  from  March  2, 
1889,  to  AprU  22, 1889,  and  thereafber,  to  the  time  of  final  proof  July  25,  1890,  and 
now  occupies  and  liyes  upon  the  same.    The  license  to  trade  did  not  expire  until 

May  12, 1889,  and  on  May  16, 1889,  he  first  applied  for  entry At  the  time  he 

offered  final  proof,  July  25, 1890,  Chapin  claimed  benefit  for  three  years  seven  months 
and  fourteen  days  military  service  in  the  war  of  (the)  rebellion,  and  from  sworn 
testimony  that  appears  to  have  been  his  period  of  service. 

Eespecting  the  validity  of  Chapin's  entry,  you  say: 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Department,  in  its  ruling,  October  1,  1890,  in  the  case  of 
Townsite  of  Kingfisher  v.  Wood  et  al,,  11  L.  D.,  330,  has  construed  the  act  of  March 
2,  1889,  so  clearly  and  fully  that  said  entry  must  bo  acted  upon  in  accordan(!e  with 
said  decision.  The  case  appears  to  be  analogous  to  that  of  Mr.  Wood  in  said  decision, 
and  said  Chapin.  though  permissibly  in  the  territory,  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  con- 
sidered from  the  fact  of  his  occupying  the  land  as  above  stated  as  having  taken 
advantage  of  his  position  to  seize  upon  said  land  'in  anticipation  of  the  advent  of 
those  who  had  been  held  back,'  and  further,  by  his  presence  there  at  the  arrival  of 
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others  from  without  the  territorial  limits,  it  must  he  held  that  he  deterred  them 
from  eutering  said  land,  and  that  hiB  occupying  was  in  violation  of  the  act  of  March 
2,1889. 

Thereupon  you  rejected  his  final  proof  and  held  his  final  certificate 

for  cancellation. 
He  appeals. 

In  passing  upon  this  branch  of  the  case  it  is  only  necessary  to  notice 

the  third,  fourth,  fifth  and  sixth  grounds  of  alleged  error.    They  are  as 

follows: 

3rd.  Becanse  of  error  in  holding  that  said  appeUant  was  not  a  qualified  home* 
steader  at  the  time  of  making  said  entry. 

4th.  Because  of  error  in  holding  that  the  fact  that  appellant  Tvas  in  the  territory 
at  the  time  said  lands  were  opened  to  settlement  disqualified  him  from  making  home- 
stead entry. 

6th.  Becanse  in  finding  that  there  wa«  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  appellant 
to  take  advantage  of  his  presence  in  the  territory  as  regards  entering  the  pnblio 
lands  and  thns  prevent  others  from  taking  the  land  claimed  by  him. 

6th.  Because  of  error  in  finding  that  his  presence  in  the  territory  and  his  settle- 
ment and  entry  were  not  so  separated  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  reasonably  con- 
clude that  the  one  was  the  result  of  the  other. 

In  my  judgment,  these  errors,  as  applied  to  the  facts  in  this  case  as 
found  by  you,  are  well  taken  and  must  be  sustained. 

Sectiou  13  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1889  (25  Stat.,  1005),  provides 
amoDg  other  things : 

But  until  said  lands  are  opened  for  settlement  by  proclamation  of  the  Preaident, 
no  person  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  upon  and  occnpy  the  same,  and  no  person 
violating  this  provision  shall  ever  be  permitted  to  enter  any  of  said  lands  or  acquire 
any  right  thereto. 

Under  these  prohibitory  terms  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  the  Town- 
site  of  Kingfisher  v.  Wood  et  ah  (11  L.D.,  330),  upon  which  you  base 
your  judgment,  that  Wood  came  within  theletter  and  spiritof  the  statute 
and  that  under  the  facts  in  that  case  Wood  sought  to  take  advantage 
of  his  presence  in  the  territory  by  virtue  of  his  sx>ecial  employment; 
that  he  sought  to  use  such  advantage  to  defeat  the  equal  operation  of 
the  law.  The  military  force  of  the  United  States  had  been  required  to 
pr()te(!t  the  land  in  said  territory  fipom  illegal  seizure;  Wood's  presence 
in  the  territory  as  an  employ^  connected  with  that  force  was  required 
ifi  order  to  carry  out  the  law  and  the  President's  proclamation  respect- 
ing the  disposition  of  the  lands  in  said  territory;  the  territory  was 
opened  to  settlement  at  noon  on  the  22nd  day  of  April,  1889;  Wood 
made  his  settlement  on  that  day  and  on  the  next  day  April  23,  made 
homestead  entry  for  the  tract  he  claimed.  There  was  no  question  but 
what  Wood  as  a  matter  of  fact  did  take  advantage  of  his  presence 
there  in  charge  of  a  military  train  to  make  claim  to  the  land,  for  it  ap- 
pears that  on  the  same  day  he  settled  upon  the  tract  it  was  occupied  by 
town  site  settlers  for  the  purposes  of  trade. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  facts  are  totally  different.  Ghapin  entered 
the  territory  under  lawAil  and  proper  authority  long  before  the  act  of 
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March  2, 1889,  was  passed;  lie  was  living  there  under  the  sanction  of 
law  when  the  act  was  passed;  his  license  to  remain  there  would  not 
expire  until  May  10, 1889,  eighteen  djiys  after  the  territory  was  opened; 
he  offered  his  homestead  application  for  the  tract  on  the  1st  day  of  June, 
1889;  from  noon  on  the  22nd  day  of  April,  up  to  that  time,  the  land  was 
open  to  settlement  and  entry  by  any  qualified  person,  without  let  or 
hindrance  on  the  part  of  Chapin.  To  hold  that  under  these  circum- 
stances the  statute  prohibited  him  from  making  the  entry,  would  be  to 
give  it  a  construction  not  warranted  by  the  language  used,  nor  in  har- 
mony with  the  intention  of  Congress  in  enacting  it,  and  certainly  con- 
trary to  reason  as  well  as  the  well  settled  rules  of  construction.  United 
States  V.  Kirby  (7  Wallace,  482). 

In  the  case  of  Guthrie  Townsite  v.  Paine  et  al.,  (12  L.  D.  653),  it  was 
held  that  the  entry  of  one  who  is  lawftiUy  within  said  territory  prior  to 
noon,  April  22, 1889,  but  takes  advantage  of  his  presence  therein  to 
secure  a  settlement  right  in  advance  of  others,  is  in  violation  of  the 
statute.  It  was  further  held  that  the  intention  of  the  act  was  to  place 
all  citizens  and  claimants  on  an  absolute  equality  in  respect  to  lands 
within  said  territory.    On  page  656  it  is  said: 

Had  Payne  declined  to  make  any  act  of  settlement  until  after  snfflcient  time  had 
elapsed  for  those  waiting  on  the  border  to  reach  the  point  in  controversy,  and  thns 
placed  himself  on  a  par  with  other  claimants,  a  far  different  state  of  facts  would 
have  existed  and  a  ditterent  rule  have  applied  in  the  consideration  of  his  case. 

In  case  of  Oklahoma  Townsite  t».  Thornton  et  al.  (13  L.  D.,  409),  page 
412,  it  is  said: 

The  construction  put  upon  the  act  in  question  by  the  Department,  is,  that  no  per- 
son who  entered  within  the  limits  of  the  territory  prior  to  the  time  for  opening  the 
lauds  to  settlement  and  remained  therein  up  to  and  after  the  hour  fixed  for  said 
opening,  and  who  took  advantage  of  that  presence  to  enter  upon  and  occupy  land, 
shall  be  permitted  to  obtain  title  to  the  same,  even  though  he  was  lawfully  within 
the  limits  of  the  territory  prior  to  the  hour  of  opening. 

Chapin's  occupancy  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  trading  with  the 
Indians,  was  lawful,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  opening  said 
territory.  It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  what  effect  said  act  would 
have  upon  his  rights  under  the  license  to  trade,  because  no  adverse 
claim  was  made  covering  any  part  of  the  time  it  was  to  run.  His  occu- 
pancy for  such  purpose  was  no  bar  against  the  entry  of  the  land  by  any 
qualified  person.    Tour  decision  is  therefore  reversed. 

With  the  papers  in  the  case  you  transmitted  without  taking  any  ac- 
tion thereon,  the  afftdavit  of  William  Dunlap,  filed  in  the  local  offtce 
February  12, 1891  j  affidavit  of  contest  of  A.  L.  Craven,  filed  in  the  local 
office  February  27, 1891  j  affidavit  of  George  W.  Allen,  filed  March  9, 
1891  (the  same  being  supplemental  to  the  affidavit  of  A.  L.  Craven) ; 
protest  of  Samuel  E.  Kewkirk  et  ah  townsite  claimants^  applications  of 
Samuel  E.  Ifewkirk  et  aZ.,  asking  for  the  consideration  of  all  contest 
cases  against  Chapin^s  entry,  filed  March  23,  1891.  These  papers  are 
herewith  returned  for  proper  action  to  be  taken  thereon  by  you  under 
the  rules  of  practice,  together  with  the  papers  in  the  case* 
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DESERT  LAND  ENTBT— ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1881. 

BOSA  DOBE. 

A  statnte  is  operatiye  firom  its  d&te,  if  no  time  iB  fixed  when  itshftll  become  effective. 

A  desert  land  entry  allowed  enbaeqaent  to  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  limiting  the 
right  of  entry  to  resident  citizens  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  is 
situated,  and  in  violation  of  such  restriction,  must  be  canceled,  though  allowed 
by  the  local  officers  before  they  had  learned  of  the  passage  of  said  act. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  Oenerd 

La/nd  Offieey  June  4, 1892. 

On  March  17,  1891,  Eosa  Bore,  a  resident  of  Ashland  county,  Wis- 
consin, made  desert  land  entry  BTo.  1474  of  the  S.E.J  and  the  S.J  of  the 
F.E.J  of  section  33,  and  the  W.J  of  the  S.W.J  of  section  34,  T.  1  S.  E. 
37  E.,  at  Blackfoot,  Idaho. 

By  your  letter  of  August  28, 1891,  you  held  the  entry  for  cancella- 
tion on  the  ground  that  the  entry  was  made  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  &ct  of  March  3, 1891,  (26  Stat.,  1096)  which  restricts  the  right  to 
make  entries  of  desert  lands  to  resident  citizens  of  the  state  or  terri- 
tory in  which  the  land  lies  which  is  sought  to  be  entered. 

An  appeal  has  been  taken  to  this  department. 

It  is  contended  that  as  the  entry  was  allowed  by  the  local  officers  in 
ignorance  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  it  should  be  protected  and  al- 
lowed to  stand  intact. 

The  known  rule  as  to  the  date  when  a  statute  takes  effect  is  ^'  that  a 
statute  for  the  commencement  of  which  no  time  is  fixed  commences 
from  its  date."    Mathews  t?.  Zane  (7  Wheat.,  211). 

This  rule  applies  to  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  which  is  silent  as  to  the 
date  when  it  shall  take  effect.  The  second  section  of  that  act  amends 
the  act  of  March  3, 1877  (19  Stat.,  377)  entitled  *'An  act  to  provide  for 
the  sale  of  desert  lands  in  certain  states  and  territories,"  by  adding 
thereto  five  sections,  numbered  from  section  4  to  section  8,  and  the  lat- 
ter section  provides  that  "  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  make  entry 
of  desert  land  except  he  be  a  resident  citizen  of  the  state  or  territory 
in  which  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  is  located."  This  provision 
withdrew  the  power  from  the  land  officers  at  Blackfoot,  Idaho,  on  March 
3, 1891,  to  allow  such  an  entry  as  the  present  one. 

The  case  of  the  appellant  may  be  a  hard  one,  but  it  is  not  within  the 
power  of  this  Department  to  furnish  relief. 

She  is  not  entitled  under  the  law  to  the  land  she  claims,  and  the  ig- 
norance of  the  local  officers  that  said  act  had  been  passed  cannot  affect 
its  operation. 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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SAI/r  liANDS  AND  SAXINES-MTNERAL  ENTBT. 

Southwestern  Mining  Co. 

The  settled  policy  of  the  government  in  the  disposition  of  salt  lands  and  salines  has 
heen,  and  is  now,  to  reserve  the  same  from  general  disposal. 

Deposits  of  rock  salt  are  *^  salines, "  and  not  subject  to  entry  nnder  the  statutes 
authorizing  the  acquisition  of  title  to  mineral  lands. 

Secretary  If ohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  June  4 j 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Southwestern  Mining  Company 
from  your  decision  of  February  14, 1891,  rejecting  its  application  for  a 
patent  under  the  United  States  mining  laws,  for  the  South  Division 
Mormon  lode  claim,  being  mineral  entry  No.  776,  made  July  3,  1888, 
Eureka,  Nevada,  land  district. 

It  appears  that  claimant  located  the  South  Division  Mormon  lode 
claim  in  St.  Thomas  mining  district,  Lincoln  county,  Nevada,  under  the 
mining  laws.  It  is  described  in  the  location  certificate  and  in  all  of 
the  subsequent  papers  as  ^<  a  mine  of  rock  salt, "  in  rock  in  place.  Said 
mining  company  made  application  for  patent  and  final  entry  of  the 
same,  and  when  the  matt^  reached  you,  in  due  course  of  business,  you, 
by  letter  of  February  14,  1891,  rejected  the  application,  holding  that 
<<  such  land  is  not  subject  to  entry  under  the  ITnited  States  mining 
laws. '' 

From  your  decision,  applicant  appeals,  and  claims  that  you  erred  in 
reAising  its  application  because  the  South  Division  Mormon  lode  of 
rock  salt  does  not  belong  to  the  class  of  claims  known  as  saline  lands. 

Your  rejection  of  this  application  was  based  upon  the  doctrine  an- 
nounced in  Salt  Bluff  Placer  (7  L.  D.,  549).  That  case  arose  upon  an 
application  und^  the  act  of  May  10, 1872  (17  Stat.,  91),  for  a  patent  to 
a  tract  of  land  in  Utah,  chiefiy  valuable  for  its  salt  deposit,  as  a  placer 
mine.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  such  land  was  n\)t  subject  to  entry 
as  a  placer  mine.    In  passing  upon  the  matter  it  was  said: 

As  before  stated,  the  real  question  presented  in  this  case  is  as  to  whether  lands 
belonging  to  the  United  States,  which  are  saline  in  character,  are  subject  to  entry 
and  patent  under  the  act  of  May  10,  1872 ;  and  as  bearing  directly  upon  this  ques- 
tion, we  are  led  first  to  inquire  whether  there  has  been  any  settled  policy  on  the 
part  of  the  goyernment  in  dealing  with  such  lauds,  as  distinguished  from  other 
lan<ls,  made  subject  to  entry  and  patent  under  the  general  land  laws.  If  chore  has 
been,  and  still  exists,  a  separate  and  distinct  policy  in  reference  to  such  lands,  it 
foUows  (hat  they  are  not  subject  to  entry  and  patent  under  the  provisions  of  said 
act  of  May  10, 1872,  and  the  question,  as  to  whether  salt  is  a  mineral  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act,  is  therefore  immaterial. 

And  the  judgment  therein  announced  is  as  follows: 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  and  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  subject,  I 
am  satisfied  that  no  authority  exists  for  the  disposal  of  saline  lands  or  salt  Rprings 
belonging  to  the  United  States,  except  under  the  provisions  of  said  act  of  January 
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12,  1877,  and  that  the  policy  of  the  government  is,  and  has  hcen  from  the  earliest 
date,  to  reserve  all  salines,  and  to  dispose  of  them  only  by  specific  aots  of  Cougrem. 
The  act  of  January  12,  1877,  not  applying  to  the  Territory  of  Utah,  it  follows  that 
there  is  no  authority  for  the  disposal  of  the  lands  in  question  in  any  manner,  and 
the  entry  thereof  made  by  claimants,  as  stated,  must  therefore  be  canceled. 

The  State  of  Nevada  is  not  covered  by  said  act  of  Jauuary  12, 1877. 
(Circular  G.  L.  O.,  Jauuary  1, 1889,  page  42.) 

Counsel  for  appellant  contends  that  the  Bait  Bluff  Placer  decision  is 
not  an  authority  in  the  case  at  bar,  because: 

First,  the  policy  of  Congress  of  reserving  saline  lands  was  never  extended  to  Ne- 
vada, a  fact  which  though  true  as  to  lands  in  Utah,  was  either  not  considered  or  if 
considered,  was  misapprehended  in  considering  that  case;  Second,  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy in  that  case  were  within  a  Territory  respecting  which  Congress  had  not 
spoken  or  had  occasion  to  speak  as  to  a  grant  of  salines  to  any  State  that  might  be 
formed  out  of  it,  which  as  to  the  lands  in  the  pending  case  Congress  had  withhold 
from  the  State  a  grant  of  saline  lands;  Third,  the  secretary  held  in  that  ease  thst 
there  must  be  shown  not  only  a  separate  and  distinct  poUcy  of  reservation  in  the 
past,  but  then  existing,  and  Fourth,  that  neither  the  policy  of  reservation  or  of  grant 
was  ever  extended  to  Nevada  and  that  the  former  policy  of  reserving  salines  as  it 
elsewhere  applied  has  been  abolished. 

It  is  admitted  that  all  salines  were  reserved  from  sale  down  to  and 
including  the  Louisiana  purchase,  but  counsel  claim,  that  it  did  not  ex- 
tend to  the  latter  acquisitions  from  Mexico;  that  the  admission  of  Cal- 
ifornia and  ]Nrevada,  of  North  and  South  Dakota,  Montana  and  Wash- 
ington, and  of  Idaho  and  Wyoming,  without  grant  of  salines  is 
expressive  of  the  legislative  intent  not  to  regard  it  as  the  "settled 
policy"  of  the  government  to  reserve  this  class  of  lands,  and  inasmuch 
as  salines  in  these  States  can  not  be  purchased  under  the  act  of  Jan- 
uary 12, 1877,  and  as  their  purchase  is  expressly  proliibited  by  the  pre- 
emption and  homestead  laws,  the  applicant  shoidd  be  permitted  to 
purchase  under  the  mining  law. 

I  can  not  assume  that  my  predecessor  was  not  fuUy  informed  as  to 
the  action  of  Congress  in  not  reserving  salines  in  Utah,  when  he  had 
that  case  under  consideration,  and  from  my  own  investigation  of  the 
matter,  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  it  was  and  is  the  settled  policy  of 
the  government  to  reserve  this  class  of  lands.  We  have  the  exi)ressioa 
of  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  in  support  of  this  theory.  In  Morton  v. 
Nebraska  (21  Wall.,  660),  the  court  says  in  the  opening  paragraph  on 
page  667 : 

The  policy  of  the  government  since  the  acquisition  of  the  North  West  Territory 
and  the  inaaguration  of  our  land  system,  to  reserve  salt  springs,  from  sale,  has  be<*Q 
uniform.  The  act  of  18th  of  May,  1796,  (supra)  the  first  to  authorize  a  sale  of  the 
domain  ceded  hy  Virginia,  is  the  hasis  of  our  present  rectangular  system  of  surveys. 
That  act  required  every  surveyor  to  note  in  his  field-book  the  true  situation  of  all 
mines,  salt  licks,  and  salt  springs. 

Again  in  Cole  v.  Markley  (2  L.  D.,  847),  it  was  held  that, 

The  law  reserves  generally  *  land  on  which  are  situated  any  known  salines,'  and 
it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  government  from  the  earliest  date  to  reserve  salines 
from  settlement  and  entry,  and  to  dispose  of  them  by  aot  of  CongresA. 
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A  brief  summary  of  the  acts  of  Congress  upou  this  subject  may  throw 
light  upou  the  issue. 

The  act  of  May  18, 1796  (1  Stat.,  464),  expressly  reserved  every  salt 
spring  which  might  be  discovered  "  for  the  futuie  disposal  of  the  United 
States."  That  act  related  to  the  public  lands  north  of  the  Ohio,  and 
above  the  mouth  of  the  Kentucky  river.  Said  act  was  amended  by  the 
act  of  May  10, 1800  (2  Stat.,  73),  and  by  section  4,  excluded  from  sale, 
the  sections  reserved  by  the  act  of  1796. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1803  (2  Stat.,  229),  provided  for  the  disposal  of 
lands  south  of  Tennessee  and  required  the  performance  of  similar  duties 
of  the  surveyor-general  as  were  required  of  that  officer  for  the  north- 
west territory. 

The  act  of  March  26, 1804  (2  Stat.,  277),  extended  the  powers  of  the 
surveyor-general  for  the  northwest  territory  to  the  Mississippi  Eiver 
and  likewise  reserved  the  several  salt  springs  in  said  territory,  "  for 
the  future  disposal  of  the  United  States.'^ 

The  act  of  March  2,  1805  (2  Stat.,  324),  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
April  21, 1806,  (2  Stat.,  391),  providing  for  the  disposal  of  lands  in  the 
territory  of  Orleans  and  the  district  of  Louisiana  contained  the  excep- 
tion of  salt  springs,  and  lands  contiguous  thereto,  which  by  direction 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  might  be  reserved  for  future 
disposal. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1811  (2  Stat.,  662-665),  providing  for  the  sale  of 
the  public  lands  in  the  territories  of  Orleans  and  Louisiana  authorized 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  whenever  he  thought  proper  to  di- 
rect the  sale  of  said  land,  but  expressly  reserved  section  sixteen  in  each 
township  for  the  support  of  schools,  also  a  tract  reserved  for  the  sup- 
port of  a  seminary  of  learning,  ^<  and  with  the  exception  also  of  the  salt 
springs,  and  lead  mines,  and  lands  contiguous  thereto." 

The  act  of  July  22, 1854  (10  Stat.,  308),  estabUshing  the  offices  of  sur- 
veyor-general  of  Ifew  Mexico,  Kansas  and  Nebraska,  and  for  the  dis- 
position of  the  public  lands  therein,  by  section  4,  provided :  "That  none 
of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  extend  to  mineral  or  school  lands, 
salines,  military  or  other  reservations,  etc." 

Tliis  language,  it  seems  to  me,  shows  that  Congress  intended  to  treat 
salines  as  being  reserved,  the  same  as  school  lands,  and  military  and 
other  existing  reservations.  By  the  12th  section  of  said  act  all  lands 
in  Nebraska  and  Kansas,  to  which  the  Indian  title  had  been  extin- 
guished were  made  "  subject  to  the  operations  of  the  pre-emption  act" 
of  September  4, 1841,  "  and  under  the  conditions,  restrictions,  and  stip- 
ulations therein  mentioned." 

GThe  10th  section  of  the  pre-emption  act  of  1841,  forbids  the  acquisi- 
tion of  any  pre-emption  right  to  lands;  "included  in  any  reservation, 
by  any  treaty,  law,  or  proclamation  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  or  reserved  for  salines,  or  other  purposes"  and  that  "no  lands 
on  which  are  situated  any  known  salines  or  mines,  shall  be  liable  to 
entry  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  this  act," 
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It  will  be  noticed  that  the  langaage  here  used  shows  that  CoDgress 
intended  to  exclude  any  right  of  pre-emption  for  such  lands  as  were  in- 
cluded in  any  reservation,  whether  made  by  treaty,  by  proclamation  of 
the  President,  or  "  reserved  for  salines."  It  seems  clear  that  Congress 
treated  salines,  as  being  reserved — ^in  a  state  of  reservation  prior  to 
and  at  the  date  of  the  act — the  same  as  other  existing  reservations 
under  the  authority  of  law.  One  reason  for  this  conclusion  is  found  in 
the  fact  that  in  the  first  reference  to  salines  in  said  section,  salines  are 
coupled  with  the  other  reservations  named,  and  later  on  in  the  section, 
it  is  said  that,  ^^Fo  lands  on  which  are  situated  any  known  salines  or 
mines,  shall  be  liable  to  entry  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  act.''  The 
noun  "  salines"  is  used  in  said  act  in  the  plural  number,  which  must 
mean  any  and  every  tract  of  land  that  is  saline  in  character,  whether 
the  saline  it  contains  is  found  in  beds,  or  ro<!k,  or  in  water  flowing  out 
of  or  found  in  the  ground,  which  is  saline  by  reason  of  having  i>erco- 
lated  through  a  saline  bed  or  beds  of  earthy  and  rocky  formations  or 
otherwise. 

It  will  also  be  noticed  that  these  references  invariably  refer  to  salineg. 
This  seems  to  me  to  be  of  some  lmi)ortance  in  arnvmg  at  a  proper  con- 
clusion in  the  case,  in  the  light  of  the  history  of  the  times  in  which  the 
several  acts  of  Congress  were  passed.  In  the  earlier  settlement  of  the 
country,  certain  salt  springs  were  discovered,  and  also  in  certain  low 
and  marshy  places  animals  would  lick  the  dirt  because  of  its  sjilty 
character;  such  places  were  called  "salt  licks."  Afterwards,  notably 
in  Nebraska  and  Kansas,  salt  was  found  to  exist  in  earthy  formations; 
and  it  seems  to  me  fair  to  conclude  that  in  view  of  these  facts  Congress, 
in  pursuance  of  its  uniform  practice  of  reserving  saline  or  salt  springs 
from  disposition  or  sale,  used  the  broader  and  more  comprehensive 
term  "  salines,"  which  would  precisely  cover  not  only  salt  springs,  but 
all  salt  lands  of  every  character;  and  by  thus  using  the  word  "  salines  " 
it  extended  the  provisions  of  the  earlier  acts  so  as  to  conform  the 
statutes  to  meet  the  condition  of  the  country,  in  respect  to  salt,  in  the 
light  of  the  discoveries  of  salty  formations  in  Nebraska,  Kansas  and 
elsewhere. 

In  Morton  v.  Nebraska  (21  WalL,  660-667),  Justice  Davis,  speaking 
for  the  supreme  court,  states  without  qualification,  that  "the  policy  of 
the  government  since  the  acquisition  of  the  Northwest  Territory  and 
the  inauguration  of  our  land  system,  to  reserve  salt  springs  from  sale, 
has  been  uniform."  Again,  page  669,  "there  was  certainly  no  reason 
why  a  long  established  policy,  which  had  permeated  the  land  system  of 

the  country,  should  be  abandoned An  intention  to  abandon 

a  policy  which  had  secured  to  the  states  admitted  before  1854,  donations 
of  great  value,  can  not  be  imputed  to  Congress,  unless  the  law  on  tbe 
subject  admits  of  no  other  construction."  Again,  page  671 :  "  It  can  not 
be  supposed,  without  an  express  declaration  to  that  eifect,  that  Con- 
gress intended  to.  permit  the  sale  of  salines  in  territories  soon  to  be 
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organized  into  states,  and  thus  subvert  a  long  established  policy  by 
which  it  had  been  governed  in  similar  cases." 

If  thelangaage  used  by  the  court  in  the  opinion  in  that  case,  is  fairly 
construed,  it  can  only  be  understood  as  holding  that  from  the  date  of 
the  acquisition  of  the  Northwest  Territory,  up  to  October,  1874,  the  time 
said  decision  was  rendered,  the  policy  of  the  government  was  to  re- 
serve salt  springs,  and  in  fact  salines,  from  disposition  except  such  dis- 
posal as  Congress  might  make  of  them. 

In  support  of  the  claim  that  it  has  been  the  settled  x)olicy  of  Congress 
to  reserve  to  itself  the  right  to  make  a  disposition  of  salt  springs  and 
lands  adjacent  thereto,  it  may  be  stated  that  by  the  act  of  March  6, 
1820  (3  Stat.,  646),  authorizing  the  people  of  Missouri  to  form  a  State 
government,  and  for  the  admission  of  the  State,  it  was  provided:  That 
no  salt  spring,  the  right  whereof  now  is  or  hereafter  shall  be  confirmed 
or  adjudged  to  any  individual  or  individuals,  shall,  by  this  section,  be 
granted  to  said  States.'^  Similar  provisions  were  made  in  the  States  of 
Arkansas  (6  Stat.,  68)5  Michigan  (5  Stat.,  69);  Florida  (6  Stat.,  789)  5 
Iowa,  (id.,  789);  Wisconsin  (9  Stat,  56);  Minnesota  (11  Stat.,  166); 
Oregon  (id.,  383);  Kansas  (11  Stat.,  269);  Nebraska  (13  Stat,  47);  Col- 
orado (18  Stat,  474). 

•  In  the  case  of  Hall  v,  Litchfield  et  ah  (Copp's  Mineral  Lands,  321-323), 
Acting  Commissioner  Lippincott,  after  citing  the  case  of  Morton  v.  Ife- 
braska,  supra^  said:  ^^  After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and 
the  law  in  the  case,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion,  that  this  office  has  no 
authority  to  dispose  of  said  tracts  either  as  agricultural  or  mineral 
lands.''  Secretary  Chandler,  in  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner in  that  case,  uses  the  followinglanguage:  (id.,  324)  "  This  policy 
of  reservation  has  uniformly  and  consistently  been  applied  by  the  gov- 
ernment to  said  Territory,  as  well  as  the  other  territory  of  the  United 
States." 

In  the  case  of  the  Salt  Bluff  Placer  (7  L.  D.,  649)  Secretary  Vilas 
held  that  no  authority  exists  for  the  disposal  of  saline  lands,  or  salt 
springs  belonging  to  the  United  States  except  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  January  12,  1877,  and  that  said  act  is  not  applicable  to  the 

Territory  of  Utah.    He  said:  "I  am  satisfied that  the  policy 

of  the  government  is,  and  has  been  from  the  earliest  date,  to  reserve 
all  salines,  and  to  dispose  of  them  only  by  specific  acts  of  Congress.'' 

Tlie  Litchfield  case  was  decided  by  the  Secretary,  February  13, 1877, 
about  five  years  after  the  passage  of  the  mineral  act;  the  Salt  Bluff 
Placer,  by  the  Secretary,  December  19, 1888,  which  was  about  sixteen 
years  after  the  passage  of  the  mineral  act.  From  the  fact  that  all  of 
these  decisions  of  the  Land  Department  were  made  a  long  time  after 
the  passage  of  the  mineral  act,  and  also  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  Morton  case,  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  in  making  said  de- 
cisions the  provisions  of  the  mineral  act  and  all  laws  having  any  bear- 
ing on  the  subject,  were  fully  considered. 
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The  act  of  March  3, 1853  (10  Stat.,  244),  was  only  intended  to  pro- 
vide for  the  survey  of  the  public  lands  in  California,  and  to  grant  pre- 
emption rights  therein.  The  surveyor-general  was  required  to  perfonn 
the  same  duties,  as  were  required  of  the  surveyor-general  of  Louisiana, 
under  the  act  organizing  that  Territory.  Hence  the  reasoning  of  the 
court  in  the  Morton  case,  snpra^  applies  with  the  same  force  to  land  ac- 
quired from  Mexico,  as  that  acquired  from  France. 

The  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  1853,  provides  among  other  things, 
that  ^^No  person  shall  make  settlement  or  location  upon  any  tract  or 
parcel  of  land  selected  for  a  military  post,  or  within  one  mile  of  such 
post,  or  on  any  other  land  reserved  Jyy  competent  authority;  nor  shall  any 
person  obtain  the  benefits  of  this  act  by  a  settlement  or  location  on 
mineral  lands."  Assuming  that  salt  lands,  or  all  salines,  were  reserved 
by  Congress,  by  its  settled  policy  respecting  the  same,  it  is  clear  that 
they  were  "reserved  by  competent  authority^  and  they  would  come  un- 
der the  express  provisions  of  said  section,  and  thus  the  act  itself  neg- 
atives the  idea  that  Congress  intended  to  change  the  settled  policy  as 
to  the  disposition  of  salines. 

An  examination  of  the  debates  as  reported  in  the  Congressional 
Globe,  relating  to  the  mineral  act  of  1872,  satisfies  me  that  said  net 
was  intended  to  apply  to  the  precious  metals  and  not  to  such  minerals 
as  salt.  The  bill  was  originally  introduced  in  the  house  by  Mr.  Sar- 
gent of  California,  a  substitute  for  which  passed  the  Senate,  and  after- 
wards became  the  law  of  1872,  (see  Congressional  Globe,  B  172,  page 
395;  id.,  174,  page  2456,  2457)  and  was  reported  to  the  House  January 
23, 1872,  (id.,  page  632,  733).  During  the  debate  which  tbUowed  (id,, 
533,  534),  Mr.  Maynard  said:  '^  Idesire  to  make  an  inquiry  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Sargent).  This  bill,  so  &r  as  I  am  able  to 
judge  from  the  readincr  of  it,  seems  to  introduce  a  change  in  the  policy 
of  the  government  with  regard  to  mineral  lands."  Mr.  Sargent  said  in 
reply,  among  other  things,  "  The  bill  does  not  make  any  imxK>rtant 
changes  in  the  mining  laws  as  they  have  heretofore  existed.  It  does 
not  change  in  the  slightest  degree  the  policy  of  the  government  in  the 
disposition  of  the  miniDg  lands." 

In  the  Senate  the  substitute  was  debated  at  considerable  length,  in 
the  course  of  which  (book  174,  page  2460),  Mr.  Eamsey  inquired  of  Mr. 
Stewart  of  Nevada:  "Whether  the  terms  of  this  bill  apply  to  iron  or 
coal,  or  to  any  other  mines  than  those  of  the  precious  metals,"  and  Mr. 
Stewart  replied :  "  I  think  not,"  but  added  that  if  it  did  it  would  be  no 
objection  to  it. 

As  to  salines  or  salt  springs,  their  consideration  has  been  before 
the  United  States  Senate.  On  June  29, 1866,  there  was  a  bill  pending 
there  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  lease  such  of  the  pub- 
lic lands  of  the  United  States  as  are  known  as  saline  lauds,  containing 
mineral  springs  (see  Cong.  Globe,  book  144,  page  3475,  3804,  3805,  and 
3806).    Mr.  Conness  (page  3805),  inquired  "  how  and  why  saline  lands 
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or  salt  land  and  mineral  springs  are  reserved,"  to  wliich  Mr.  Harris  re- 
plied: "It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  government  never  to  sell  them. 
They  never  have  been  sold."  Mr.  Pomeroy  said :  "  We  can  not  buy  a 
salt  spring  in  any  State.  Senator  Grimes  said  (page  3806) :  "All  salt 
springs  are  reserved."  Senator  Howard  said :  "  I  know  they  are."  Sen- 
ator Stewart  said : 

WbeneveT  it  can  be  understood  and  investigated  so  that  a  bill  can  be  prepared 

whereby  parties  desiring  to  mine  in  these  salt  springs  can  obtain  title I 

shall  favor  snch  a  biU There  is  a  salt  bed  (referring  to  Nevada)  there, 

which  is  said  by  those  who  have  examined  it,  to  be  the  most  remarkable  that  has 
ever  been  fonnd  in  the  world.    It  has  never  been  surveyed,  but  it  contains  probably 

several  thousand  acres  of  rock  salt  in  a  pure  state When  a  system  shall  be 

devised  to  operate  aU  over  the  United  States,  aUowing  these  lands  to  faU  into  the 
hands  of  private  proprietors,  so  that  there  shall  be  no  monopoly,  no  harm  to  any- 
body, it  is  desirable  it  should  be  done.  The  Senate  has  passed  a  bill  to  allow  the 
mineral  lands  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  private  proprietors  ....  I  say  let  the  cir- 
cumstances in  regard  to  these  salt  springs  be  understood ;  let  a  bill  be  introduced ; 
let  it  be  presented  at  the  next  session. 

In  these  remarks  it  seems  altogether  probable  that  Senator  Stewart 
referred  to  these  mines  involved  in  this  case,  in  part,  at  least.  From 
these  expressions,  and  others  made  in  debate,  it  sufficiently  appears 
that  so  far  as  the  opinions  of  Senators  go,  that  body  has  treated  saline 
lands  (1)  as  not  embraced  in  the  mineral  laws,  and  (2)  as  being  re- 
served, and  not  subject  to  disposition  under  any  law  of  Congress. 

The  error  of  counsePs  argument  in  this  case  is  two-fold:  (1)  It  as- 
sumes that  Congress,  by  the  acts  providing  for  the  admission  of  the  two 
Dakotas,  Montana,  Washington,  Idaho  and  Wyoming,  expressly  aban- 
doned the  former  policy  of  reserving  salines  for  future  disposition.  It 
is  true  the  Idaho  and  Wyoming  act  provides  that, "  in  lieu  of  any  grant 
for  saline  lands  to  said  State,  the  following  grants  of  land  are  here- 
by made,"  but  this  language  does  not  import  any  change  respecting 
the  reservation  of  salines  for  future  disposition,  but  does  seem  to 
change  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  salines.  (2)  In  assuming  that 
Congress  would  attemx)t  to  change  the  settled  i)olicy  as  to  so  important 
a  matter  as  salines,  after  such  policy  had  been  recognized  by  all  three 
of  the  branches  of  the  government,  by  an  indirect  and  obscure  refer- 
ence to  salines.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  Congress  contemplated  any 
such  change,  it  would  have  made  known  its  intention  by  a  plain  and 
unequivocal  enactment,  evincing  such  intention. 

I  am  constrained  to  believe,  that  in  the  light  of  the  authorities,  salt 
mines  of  rock  salt  are  salines  within  the  meaning  of  said  authorities, 
and  that  all  mineral  springs,  salt  springs,  salt  beds  and  salt  rock,  are 
covered  by  the  general  term  '*  salines.'' 

In  a<^ldition  to  the  laws  above  mentioned,  I  find  that  the  instructions 
issued  to  surveyors-general,  and  their  deputies,  from  the  earliest  pe- 
riod to  the  present  time,  have  required  them  to  note,  among  other  things, 
"salt  springs  and  licks"  (Manual  of  Surveying  and  Instructions,  etc., 
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1855, 19;  edition  of  1890-44).  In  the  field  notes  on  file  in  your  oflBce  of 
the  survey  of  the  township  in  which  this  claim  is  located,  there  is  noted: 
"  Great  salt  mine,  3  chns,  S.,  of  line  — ^  the  line  referred  to  being  that 
between  Sees.  21  and  34.  And  on  the  plat  in  your  ofiice  at  this  poiut 
is  noted:  "  Salt  mine.^  So  that  it  would  seem  that  in  pursuance  of 
the  instructions  this  mine  was  noted  and,  if  the  views  I  have  herein 
expressed  are  correct,  became  segregated. 

In  view  of  the  legislation  referred  to  upon  this  matter  and  in  the  light 
of  what  I  find  to  be  the  uniform  judicial  and  departmental  rulings,  I 
am  unwilling  to  change  the  well  settled  rulings  of  the  Department, 
which  in  my  judgment,  are  in  accordance  with  law.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  but  an  agent  selected  by  the  executive  to  carry  out  the 
legislative  will  in  the  disposal  of  the  public  lands  and  h^  has  no  power 
to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  same  without  a  positive  direction  from  Con- 
gress. Believing  as  I  do,  that  it  has  been  and  is  now  the  intention  of 
Congress  to  reserve  all  salines  and  salt  lands,  and  finding  no  error  in 
your  judgment,  it  is  affirmed. 


SECOND  HOMESTEAD  ENTRT-RESIDENCE-MIUTABT  SBRYICX. 

William  E.  EEwm. 

A  pre-emptor  who  transmutes  his  olalm  to  a  homestead  entry  under  the  proYlso  to 
section  2,  act  of  Maroh  2,  1889;  is  entitled  to  credit  for  military  service,  in  mak- 
ing proof  of  residence,  although  credit  therefor  was  aUowed  under  a  former 
homestead  entry. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oenerdl  L<mA  Offlee^  June  6j 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  William  B.  Erwin  from  your  decision 
of  May  14, 1891,  rejecting  his  homestead  proof,  covering  the  NE.  J  of 
the  SW,  i,  the  E.  i  of  the  "SW.  J,  and  lots  1  and  2,  Sec  18,  T.  12  K, 
E.  33  W.,  North  Platte  land  district,  Nebraska,  because  prematurely 
made,  and  requiring  him  to  show  five  years  actual  residence  u]>on  said 

tract. 

On  December  15,  1888,  Erwin  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  state- 
ment No.  10,578,  for  the  tract  here  in  question,  and  on  September  29, 
1890,  he  transmuted  the  same  to  homestead  entry  No.  15,919,  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  March  2, 1889 
(25  Stat.r854). 

He  offered  proof  January  17, 1891,  claiming  credit  for  his  military 
service,  and  the  local  officers  were  divided  upon  the  question  as  to  the 
allowance  of  the  same,  for  the  reason  that  Erwin  had  prior  to  making 
this  entry  completed  a  homestead  and  received  credit  for  such  service 
in  the  proof  of  residence  offered  thereon. 

Your  decision  holds  ^^  that  a  soldier  having  exhausted  his  rights  in 
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regard  to  military  fiervice,  can  not  again  be  permitted  to  recdve  tlie 
benefit  of  said  seryice  in  making  final  proof." 

The  proviso  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (supra),  as  fol- 
lows: 

That  aU  pre-emptioii  settlers  upon  the  public  lands  ^hose  claims  have  been  initi- 
ated prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act  may  change  such  entries  to  homestead  entries 
and  proceed  to  perfect  their  titles  to  their  respective  claims  under  the  homestead  law 
notwithstanding  they  may  have  heretofore  had  the  benefit  of  such  law,  but  such 
settlers  who  perfect  title  to  such  claims  under  the  homestead  law  shall  not  thereafter 
be  entitled  to  enter  other  lands  ujider  the  pre-emption  or  homestead  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

It  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  under  this  provision  allowing  the  trans- 
mutation, the  party  seeking  the  benefit  of  the  same  is  placed  in  the 
same  position,  with  respect  to  the  homestead  law,  after  making  the 
transmutation,  as  though  he  had  never  exercised  the  homestead  light, 
and  this  being  so,  I  can  not  see  how  this  Department  can  impose  a  con- 
dition not  contained  in  the  statute. 

The  privilege  granted  the  soldier  or  sailor  by  section  2306  of  the  Ee- 
vised  Statutes  is  a  personal  one,  and  is  a  part  of  the  homestead  law, 
and  as  the  authority  of  Congress  to  extend  the  same  to  a  second  home- 
stead can  not  be  questioned,  in  the  absence  of  any  restriction  upon 
the  second  homestead  right,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  said  privilege 
extends  to  the  second  entry,  and  that  the  claimed  credit  for  service 
should  be  allowed. 

Tour  decision  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  record  herewith  returned 
that  the  case  may  be  re-adjudicated  in  accordance  herewith. 


BAIIiROAB  GRANT?-rKn>EMNITY  8KI.KCTION-SETTL.EMENT  RIGHT. 

Missouri,  KLansas  and  Texas  Et.  Oo.  v.  Trammel. 

Land  eovered  by  an  expired  pre-emption  filing,  but  on  which  the  pre-emptor  is  yet 

residing,  is  not  subject  to  indemnity  selection. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  March 

25,  1892. 

I  have  examined  the  record  in  the  appeal  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas 
and  Texas  Eailway  Company  from  your  decision  of  June  6, 1800,  hold- 
ing for  cancellation  the  indemnity  selection  of  said  company  of  the  X.  J 
of  the  SW.  J,  Sec.  2,  T.  26  8.,  E.  20  B.,  Independence,  Kansas,  and 
sustaining  the  application  of  William  B.  Trammel  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  the  same. 

The  factfi  are  correctly  stated  in  your  decision  and  show,  in  brief, 
that  at  the  date  of  the  indemnity  withdrawal  of  the  land,  to  wit,  April 
3, 1867,  James  Ard  had  a  valid,  subsisting  pre-emption  filing  on  the 
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land,  it  hayiDg  been  made  Jnly  14, 1860,  alleging  settlement  the  same 
day.  This  filing  served  to  excei)t  the  land  from  the  withdrawal, 
Malone  v.  Union  Pacific  E'y  Co.,  7  L.  D.,  13. 

James  Ard,  after  his  settlement,  continued  to  Uve  on  the  land  until 
his  death  in  1883,  but  he  never  made  final  proof  under  his  pre-emption 
filing. 

The  railroad  company  selected  this  tract  as  indemnity,  September  25, 
1882,  a  year  before  the  death  of  Ard  and  while  he  was  still  living  on  it. 

It  is  claimed  that  Ard  not  having  made  proof  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
company's  selection,  his  pre-emption  filing  had  expired,  it  having  been 
made  fifteen  years  prior  thereto,  and  in  consequence  of  such  failure  to 
make  proof  his  claim  was  no  bar  to  the  selection  by  the  company. 

The  rulings  of  this  Department — ^too  numerous  to  need  citation — are 
to  the  effect  that  while  a  failure  to  make  pre-emption  proof  within  the 
statutory  limit  (thirty-three  months  from  settlement)  opens  the  land  to 
settlement,  yet  such  failure  can  not  be  asserted  by  a  railroad  company 
claiming  under  a  grant  of  lands  ^<  free  from  pre-emption  or  other  claims 
or  rights,''  etc 

Tbat  such  failure  to  make  proof  is  only  presumptive  evidence  of 
abandonment,  which  may  be  overcome  by  showing  that  at  the  date  of 
definite  location  (in  this  case  indemnity  selection)  the  pre-emption 
claimant  was  in  actual  possession  of  the  laud  under  his  claim.  North- 
ern Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Stovenour,  10  L.  D.,  645. 

The  evidence  taken  at  the  hearing  abundantly  shows  that  James  Ard 
was  in  such  possession  at  the  date  of  the  company's  selection. 

Your  judgment,  therefore,  allowing  the  homestead  entry  of  Trammel, 
was  right  and  is  affirmed. 


PRIVATB  CLAIM-KB8BRVATION— LOCATIOK. 

SOOLLY  GRAJTT. 

The  Depai'tment  is  without  authority  to  make  an  agTeemeat  by  which  the  grant 
claimants  can  secure,  through  desert  entry,  lands  that  have  been  improved  by 
them  but  that  will  fall  outside  of  the  grant  if  it  is  located  in  a  square  form  as 
required  by  the  statute  of  confirmation. 

The  coufirmees  under  this  grant  have  the  right  to  select  the  point  of  location  when 
the  goverument  is  ready  to  survey  the  tract  confirmed,  but  a  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  confirmees  to  avail  themselves  of  this  x)rivilege,  after  due  notice,  will  be 
treated  as  a  waiver  of  said  privilege. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  4^ 

1892. 

In  1843  the  Mexican  authorities  made  a  grantof  lands  to  John  Scolly 
and  his  associates.  This  grant  was  submitted  to  the  sui*veyor  general 
of  New  Mexico  for  action,  under  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  the  act 
of  July  22, 1854, 10  Stat.,  308- :  was  recommended  for  confirmation  by 
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that  oflBcer  to  the  extent  of  "  five  leagues  square,''  (Vol.  2  Private  liand 
Claims  pp.  409,  427)  and  was  confirmed,  as  claim  Ko.  9  by  the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  June  21, 1860, 12  Stat.,  71;  with  the  provifio  however, 
that  it "  shall  not  be  confirmed  for  more  than  five  square  leagues." 
Section  2  of  said  act  farther  provides — 

That  in  Barveying  the  claim  of  said  John  Scolly  it  shaU  be  lawful  for  him  to  locate 
the  five  square  leagues  con^med  to  him  in  a  square  body  in  any  part  of  the  tract  of 
twenty-five  leagues  claimed  by  him. 

In  1876  the  surveyor  general  of  Kew  Mexico  was  instructed  to  cause 
a  survey  to  be  made  of  the  outboundaries  of  the  twenty-five  square 
leagues,  and  to  notify  the  owners  of  the  grant  that  they  would  be  al 
lowed  to  select  the  five  leagues  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Congress. 

In  response  to  this  notice  the  grant  owners  filed  a  protest,  containing 
a  long  argument  against  the  proposed  survey  and  the  action  of  Con- 
gress upon  which  it  was  based,  denying  the  right  or  authority  of  that 
body  to  restrict  the  grant  to  less  than  twenty-five  square  leagues  and 
insisting  upon  their  right  to  ask  for  ^'  a  reconsideration  of  the  decision 
of  Congress.''  Notwithstanding  this  protest  the  survey  of  the  out- 
boundaries was  made  as  directed  and  approved  by  the  surveyor  gen- 
eral, December  30, 1876. 

On  January  24, 1878,  Secretary  Schurz  wrote  to  the  grant  owners 
lu'ging  the  propriety  of  making  selection  of  the  trac;t  confirmed  to  them 
without  further  delay,  inasmuch  as  the  Department  had  no  power  or 
discretion  otherwise  than  to  issue  patent  for  the  confirmed  land  only 
and,  as  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  *'  Congress  restricted  the  claim  to 
five  square  leagues  after  thorough  investigation  and  in  accordance  with 
what  it  deemed  to  be  just  and  right,''  it  would  be  iuconsistent  with  his 
views  as  a  public  oflftcer  to  urge  upon  that  body  legislation  to  confirm 
the  grant  for  twenty-five  square  leagues. 

To  this  letter  of  the  Secretary  a  reply  was  made  attempting  to  refute 
the  prc8umx)tion  that  the  action  of  Congress  was  taken  after  a  thorough 
investigation;  a  repetition  was  given  in  substance,  of  the  former  argu- 
ments in  the  protest,  and  the  statement  made  that — 

We  view  the  decision  of  Congress  as  unjust  in  an  eminent  degree,  and  utterly  at 
variance  with  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  consequently,  feel  fully  justified  in  declining 
to  comply  with  its  requirements  and  in  demanding  a  re-examination  of  the  facts  in 
the  case  as  our  right  hefore  any  further  steps  are  taken  to  dispossess  us  of  lands 
which  are  justly  ours,  <&c. 

Under  date  of  March  4,  1878,  the  Secretary  wrote  to  the  Chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Private  Laud  Claims,  recommending  tlipt 
Congi^ess  take  some  action  to  compel  the  claimants  to  select  the  five 
square  league  confirmed  to  them  within  a  limited  time,  and  suggesting 
that  section  8  of  the  act  of  July  23,  1866,  14  Stat.,  218  be  extended  so 
as  to  cover  the  case.  Ko  action  was  taken  by  Congress  in  relation  to 
the  matter.    At  different  times  efforts  have  been  made  to  obtain  action 
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from  the  land  officers  to  o^n  up  to  settlement  the  lands  within  said 
grant  and  to  protect  settlers  thereon.  But  nothing  has  been  done  in 
the  premises^  because  the  authority  to  act  seems  to  have  been  doubted. 

Under  date  of  April  7,  1892,  a  communication  was  received  here 
from  Mr.  Frank  Springer  in  relation  to  said  grant,  which  was  sent  to 
you  for  report  and  was  returned  with  your  report  of  May  16, 1892. 

Referring  to  the  history  of  the  grant,  thr  early  settlement  thercf)n 
of  American  citizens,  after  the  acquisition  of  the  Territory,  the  unwill- 
ingness of  the  owners  heretofore,  to  acquiesce  in  the  reduction  of  the 
area  thereof  by  the  act  of  confirmation,  which  they  have  continued  to 
hox>e  might  be  reconsidered,  Mr.  Springer  states  that  all  parties  in  in- 
terest submitted  the  matter  to  him  for  advice,  expressing  a  desire  to 
end  the  uncertainty  as  to  their  titles  and  get  what  belongs  to  them. 
After  consideration,  he  has  advised  that  they  had  better  select  the  five 
leagues  confirmed  to  them  and  abandon  aU  claim  to  the  rest^  This 
advice  they  have  expressed  a  disposition  to  follow,  if  it  can  be  done 
without  great  injury  to  them. 

It  is  farther  stated  by  Mr.  Springer  that  the  original  grant  was  di- 
vided among  seven  parties,  who  established  themselves  in  different 
locations  and  have  highly  improved  ranchos,  well  known  in  that  sec- 
tion ;  that  although  said  ranchos  may  not  embrace  a  superficial  area  of 
more  than  five  square  leagncs,  nevertheless,  if  that  quantity  must  be 
taken  in  a  square  form,  it  is  impossible  to  locate  it  without  excluding, 
upon  one  side  or  the  other,  some  of  these  long  settled  and  valuable 
ranchos ;  that  whilst  by  a  slight  departure  from  the  square  form  a  loca- 
tion might  be  made,  which  would  not  work  a  serious  hardship  to  any- 
one, it  is  believed  that  the  executive  authority  is  so  limited  by  the  act 
of  Congress  that  a  patent  issued  in  other  than  a  square  form  would  be 
void  on  its  face. 

It  is  suggested  however,  that  with  the  aid  of  the  Department  per- 
haps the  difficulty  may  be  obviated.  One  of  the  owners  who  occupies 
the  most  westerly  of  the  locations  has  constructed  it  is  said,  an  exten- 
sive system  of  irrigating  ditches  and  reservoirs  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
claiming liis  lands,  which  before  that  were  desert  in  character.  The 
ditches  and  reservoirs  which  were  constructed  in  1864  and  1865,  it  is 
asserted,  can  be  held  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
granting  a  right  of  way  for  such  purposes,  and  as  the  occupant  ha** 
several  sons,  it  is  i)roposed  that  the  Department  allow  them  to  make 
desert  land  entries  of  those  lands  which  would  not  be  included  in  the 
square  location  of  the  five  leap:nes  confirmed;  and  thus  enough  land 
would  be  covered  to  give  the  benefit  of  tlie  improvements  and  expendi- 
tures tliereon  to  those  who  made  them.  In  conclusion  Mr.  Springer 
says  if  this  course  can  be  adopted  the  owners  will  agree  to  select  their 
five  square  leagues  and  relinquish  the  surplus  to  the  United  States, 
whereby  there  would  be  restored  to  the  public  domain  twenty  square 
leagues  or  about  eighty-seven  thousand  acres  of  land. 
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The  Department  is  not  clothed  with  authority  to  make  the  proposed 
agreement  by  which  said  lands  may  be  secured  to  the  grant  claimant^ 
or  his  sons  under  the  desert  land  law.  If  said  lands  are  now,  or  here- 
after become  subject  to  disposal  under  that  law,  applications  to  pur- 
chase the  same  only  can  be  considered  and  disposed  of  in  the  regular  way, 
under  the  law,  the  decisions  and  rules  of  the  Land  Department. 
Therefore  the  proposition  made  through  Mr.  Springer,  in  this  behalf  is 
denied. 

If  now  the  owners  are  not  willing  to  locate  the  five  square  leagues 
confirmed  to  them  they  cannot  retain  possession  of  twenty-five  square 
leagues  of  land^  as  it  has  been  declared  by  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  government,  which  alone  has  authority  to  act  in  such  matter,  that 
they  are  entitled  to  but  five  square  leagues. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  authority  of  Congress  to  restrict 
the  grant  to  five  square  leagues,  or  the  justice  of  its  action  in  the  pres- 
ent case.  These  are  no  longer  open  questions.  They  have  been  deter- 
mined by  the  law  making  authority  of  the  government  and  its  action 
will  not  be  questioned  by  this  Department.  The  statute  must  prevail 
and  be  executed. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  grant  of  a  certain  quantity  of  land  to  be  lo- 
cated within  a  larger  tract,  described  by  out-boundaries,  "  is  really  a 
float  to  be  located  by  the  consent  of  the  government  before  it  can  attach 
to  any  spe<5ific  land.'^  United  States  v.  McLaughlin  127  TT.  S.  428,  448. 
This  is  directly  applicable  here. 

The  government,  not  the  grantee,  has  the  option  to  locate  the  quan- 
tity granted.  It  has  the  right  to  say  where  the  grant  shall,  and  where 
it  shall  not,  be  located  and  if  a  sufficient  quantity  be  left  within  the  out- 
boundaries  to  satisfy  the  specific  grant,  the  other  lands  can  be  disx)osed 
of  by  the  government  without  doing  any  wrong  to  the  confirmees.  This 
was  the  law  of  Mexico  and  is  the  law  of  the  United  States.  lb.,  p.  450^ 
and  cases  there  cited. 

In  the  administration  of  such  grants  the  owners  have  usually  been 
permitted  to  select  the  point  where  they  wish  to  have  the  quantity  lo- 
cated, provided  it  be  located  in  one  tract,  and  if  there  be  no  sufficient 
reason  to  the  contrary.  But  this  is  a  mere  privilege,  not  a  right,  which 
has  been  accorded  by  the  land  officers,  and  which  they  might  give  or 
withhold  as  seems  proper.  (lb.)  The  privilege  not  having  been  exer- 
cised in  the  long  time  that  it  might  have  been,  the  government  will  pro- 
ceed on  its  own  powers  and  reasonable  notice.  When  the  claim  is  sur- 
veyed it  shall  be  lawful  for  ScoUy  to  locate  the  grant  within  the  out- 
boundaries,  and  the  surveyor  shall  adopt  his  selection.  Without  the 
enactment  the  officers  might  or  might  not  adopt  his  location;  with  it 
they  are  bound  to  do  so  if  the  selection  be  as  authorized  and  otherwise 
proper.  But  it  was  not  intended  by  Congress,  that  the  supreme  right 
of  the  government  itself  to  make  the  location  should  be  abrogated,  and 
that  exclusive  right  be  conferred  upon  the  grant  owners.  The  govern- 
14661— VOL  14 39 
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ment  has  not  so  unnecessarily  abandoned  a  pablic  right  nor  can  the 
grantees  be  allowed  to  practically  secore  the  sole  and  indefinite  x>o88es- 
sion  and  enjoyment  of  the  whole  twenty-five  leagues,  by  omitting  to 
exercise  a  privilege. 

It  is  my  opinion,  the  proper  construction  of  said  act  of  Congress  is 
that,  when  the  United  States  is  ready  to  surv^  said  confirmed  grant 
the  confirmees  have  a  right  to  select  tiie  point  of  location.  If  they  are 
afforded  an  opportunity  to  do  this  and  fail  to  avail  themselves  of  it 
within  a  reasonable  time,  it  is  adjudged  they  will  have  waived  the 
privilege  and  the  land  officers  will  proceed  to  discharge  their  duty  by 
locating  the  confirmed  lands  and  extending  the  public  surveys  over 
the  surplus. 

You  are  therefore  directed  to  cause  a  survey  of  the  grant  to  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  act  of  confirmation,  first  notifying  the  owners  of  your 
purpose  and  the  time  when;  that  they  will  be  allowed  a  reasonable  time, 
say  ninety  days  from  notice,  within  which  to  exercise  the  right  of  loca- 
tion conferred  by  the  act  of  Congress,  if  they  choose  to  do  so;  and  that 
the  survey  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  their  location,  if  practicable 
and  legal;  and  if  the  owners  fail  or  decline  to  make  the  location  within 
the  appointed  time,  then  the  surveyor  shall  proceed  to  locate  said  grant 
in  a  square  form,  having  due  regard  to  the  character  of  land  and  the 
improvements  of  the  owners  thereon. 

You  will  notify  Mr.  Springer  hereof,  whose  letter  is  sent  you  to  file 
with  your  papers  in  the  case. 


BAILROAD  GRAXT- WITHDRAWAL-INDEMNITY  SELECTION. 

Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McWharteb. 

The  fact  that  a  deficit  exists  In  the  granted  limite  does  not  relieve  the  company  from 
the  necessity  of  selection  to  acquire  title  to  indemnity  lands. 

The  withdrawal  contemplated  by  section  6,  act  of  July  27, 1866,  relates  only  to  the  pri- 
mary or  granted  lands,  and  the  validity  of  any  further  withdrawal,  upon  the 
filing  of  the  requisite  map,  depends  entirely  upon  executive  action. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Laitd  Office^  June  8y 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  the  Sonthern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany from  your  decision  of  May  1, 1891,  reversing  the  action  of  the  local 
officers  in  rejecting  the  final  proof  tendered  by  Milton  McWharter  upon 
his  pre-emption  filing  covering  the  NE.  J  of  Sec.  17,  T.  17  S.,  R.  16  E., 
Visalia  land  district,Califomia,  for  conflict  with  the  grant  for  the  Somh- 
ern  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

On  January  3,  1867,  said  company  filed  in  your  office  a  map  showing 
the  line  of  its  proposed  road,  under  the  act  of  July  27, 1866  (14  Stat. 
292),  upon  which  a  withdrawal  was  ordered  March  22, 1867,  of  all  the 
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odd  sections  faJling  within  both  the  primary  and  indemnity  limits  of  the 
grant. 
The  3d  or  granting  section  of  the  act  of  1866  is  as  follows: 

That  there  be,  and  hereby  is^  granted  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany^ its  snccessoTS  and  assigns,  for  the  parpose  of  aiding  in  the  construction  of 
said  raihroad  and  telegraph  line  to  the  Pacific  coast,  and  to  secure  the  safe  and  speedy 
transportation  of  the  mails,  troops,  munitions  of  war,  and  public  stores,  over  the 
route  of  said  line  of  railway  and  its  branches,  every  alternate  section  of  public  laud, 
not  mineral,  designated  by  odd  numbers^  to  the  amount  of  twenty  alternate  sections 
per  mile,  on  each  side  of  said  railroad  line,  as  said  company  may  adopt,  through  the 
Territories  of  the  United  States,  and  ten  alternate  sections  of  land  per  mile  on  each 
side  of  said  railroad  whenever  it  passes  through  any  State,  and  whenever,  on  the 
line  thereot^  the  United  States  have  fuU  title,  not  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or  other- 
wise appropriated,  and  free  from  pre-emption  or  other  claims  or  rights,  at  the  time 
the  line  of  said  road  is  designated  by  a  plat  thereof,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  com- 
missioner of  the  general  land  office;  and  whenever,  prior  to  said  time,  any  of 
said  sections  or  parts  of  sections  shall  have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied 
by  homestead  settlers,  or  pre-empted,  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  other  lands  shall  be 
selected  by  said  company  in  lieu  thereof,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  in  alternate  sections,  and  designated  by  odd  numbers,  not  more  than 
ten  miles  beyond  the  limits  of  said  alternate  sections,  and  not  including  the  re- 
served numbers. 

The  6th  section  provides: 

That  the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  cause  the  lands  to  be  surveyed  for 
forty  miles  in  width  on  both  sides  of  the  entire  line  of  said  road  after  the  general 
route  shall  be  fixed,  and  as  fast  as  may  be  required  by  the  construction  of  said  rail- 
road; and  the  odd  sections  of  land  hereby  granted  shall  not  be  liable  to  sale  or  entry, 
or  pre-emption,  before  or  after  they  are  surveyed,  except  by  said  company,  as  pro- 
vided in  this  act;  but  the  provisions  of  the  a3t  of  September,  eighteen  hundred  and 
forty-one,  granting  pre-emption  rights,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof,  and  of  the 
act  entitled  ''An  act  to  secure  homesteads  to  actual  settlers  on  the  public  domain," 
approved  May  twenty,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  shall  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby,  extended  to  all  other  lands  on  the  line  of  said  road  when  surveyed,  except- 
ing those  hereby  granted  to  said  company. 

The  location  of  1867  was  designed  as  a  map  of  general  route. 

Some  question  having  risen  as  to  whether  this  location  satisfied  the 
requirements  of  the  act  of  July  27,  1866  {8upra\  the  joint  resolution  of 
June  28, 1870  (16  Stat.,  382),  authorized  said  company  to  construct  its 
road  and  receive  patents  along  the  designated  route  indicated  by  the 
map  filed  in  the  General  Land  Oflace,  January  3, 1867. 

Without  discussing  the  effect  of  said  joint  resolution  of  1870  upon 
the  location  of  1867 — ^i.  e.,  in  the  matter  of  making  definite  that  which 
before  was  but  a  general  route — ^no  further  action  appears  to  have  been 
taken  by  the  company  towards  locating  its  road  opposite  this  land, 
prior  to  August  16, 1887. 

By  departmental  order  of  that  date,  the  order  of  withdrawal  on  ac- 
count of  this  grant,  so  far  as  it  related  to  indemnity  lands,  was  revoked 
and  the  lands  not  embraced  in  pending  or  approved  selections  were 
restored  to  entry,  after  due  notice  by  publication. 
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T^o  selection  of  this  tract  having  been  made,  on  Jannary  16, 1888, 
one  John  H.  Maxwell  made  homestead  entry  of  the  same,  which  entry 
he  relinqnished  May  22, 1890,  and  same  day  McWharter  filed  pre-emp- 
tion declaratory  statement  for  the  land  npon  which  he  offered  final 
proof,  and  npon  the  rejection  of  the  same  the  present  case  arose. 

On  ]Nrovember  12, 1889,  while  this  tract  was  covered  by  the  entry  of 
Maxwell,  the  company  filed  a  map,  showing  the  constracted  line  of  its 
road  opposite  this  tract. 

This  map  was  by  yon  treated  as  the  map  of  definite  location,  and  the 
limits  of  the  grant  were  readjusted  thereto,  the  tract  in  question  ML' 
ing  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  upon  that  adjustment. 

The  company  in  its  appeal  urges,  under  the  authority  of  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Korthem 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  (139  IT.  S.,  1),  that  the  act  making  the  grant 
withdrew  the  lands  "  in  the  forty  mile  limits,"  and  that  no  selectioa 
was  required  to  save  the  company's  right  of  selection,  it  being  shown 
that  there  was  a  deficiency  in  the  grant. 

If  this  be  so,  then  there  was  no  authority  to  revoke  the  indemnity 
withdrawal.  The  question  as  to  the  authority  to  revoke  the  withdrawal 
of  indemnity  lands  on  account  of  this  grant  and  others  of  a  like  nature 
was  thoroughly  considered  by  this  Department  prior  to  the  revocation 
of  such  withdrawals,  and  rights  of  others  attaching  under  such  revoca- 
tion have  been  repeatedly  recognized  by  this  Department  as  against 
the  claim  of  the  company.  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Meyer,  9  L. 
D.,  250;  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Cline,  10  L.  D.,  31;  Lane  v. 
Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  10  L.  D.,  454;  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co. 
V.  Meyer,  10  L.  D.,  444. 

The  matter  would  therefore  seem  to  be  stare  decisis. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  St 
Paul  and  Pacific  Bailroad  v.  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
{supra)y  to  which  counsel  refer,  further  than  to  say  that  it  has  no  ap- 
plication to  the  facts  in  this  case. 

I  might  remark  in  passing  that  if  the  construction  insisted  upon  by 
counsel  be  correct,  then  a  reservation  exists  ten  miles  beyond  the  in* 
demnity  limits  of  this  grant,  in  this  State  as  it  is  limited  to  thirty 
miles  on  each  side  of  the  road  in  the  selection  of  its  indemnity. 

The  withdrawal  contemplated  by  the  6th  section  of  this  act  has  been 
uniformly  construed  to  relate  only  to  the  primary  or  granted  lands, 
and  the  validity  of  any  further  withdrawal  upon  the  filing  of  said  map 
rests  entirely  upon  executive  action. 

In  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Miller  (7L. 
D.,  100),  it  was  held  that  the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1864  (13 
Stat.,  365),  similar  to  section  6  in  the  act  under  consideration,  was  a 
mandate  effectually  prohibiting  the  exercise  of  the  executive  authority 
to  withdraw  indemnity  lands. 
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It  is  unnecessary  at  this  time  to  pass  upon  tlie  correctness  of  that 
proposition,  but,  after  the  revocation  of  the  indemnity  withdrawal,  the 
lands  were  snrely  subject  to  appropriation  as  other  public  lands,  and 
the  entry  by  Maxwell  waa  properly  allowed. 

This  being  so,  the  land  was  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant, 
as  said  entry  was  a  valid,  subsisting  claim  at  the  date  of  the  definite 
location,  November  12, 1889,  and  upon  the  cancellation  of  Maxwell's 
entry  the  land  embraced  therein  was  restored  to  the  public  domain, 
free  from  any  claim  under  the  railroad  grant.  Kansas  Pacific  Bailway 
Company  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.,  629. 

Your  decision  is  therefore  a£&rmed. 


RAIUEIOAD  GRANT— WITHDKAWAIi— APPLICATION  TO  BNTEB. 

Shadbolt  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Co. 

No  rights  are  acquired  by  the  presentation  of  an  application  to  enter  lands  that  aie 
withdrawn  for  railroad  purposes.  On  the  subsequent  restoration  of  the  land^  a 
new  application  wiU  be  necessary  to  protect  the  interest  of  snoh  an  applicant. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Jime  8, 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeals  of  George  B.  Shadbolt  and  thirty- 
seven  others  from  your  judgment  of  May  18, 1889,  rejecting  their  re- 
spective applications  to  enter  tracts  of  land  within  the  indemnity  limits 
of  the  grant  to  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Com- 
pany of  March  3, 1867  (11  Stat.,  196). 

The  tracts  are  situated  in  the  St  Cloud  land  district,  Minnesota,  and 
were  withdrawn  by  order  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  June  3, 
1869,  under  authority  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1866  (13  Stat.,  626). 

This  withdrawal  was  in  force  when  these  applications  to  enter  were 
made  and  rendered  said  tracts  not  subject  to  entry.  The  withdrawal 
was  not  revoked  until  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1890  (26  Stab.,  496).  (See  the  order  of  May  22,  1890,  directing  the 
revocation  of  said  withdrawal,  12  L.  D.,  641). 

The  rejection  of  said  applications  was  therefore  proper,  and  no  rights 
were  acquired  by  the  presentation  of  the  same.  Shire  eft  al.  v.  Chicago, 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  and  Omaha  B'y  Company,  10  L.  D.,  86. 

The  lands  involved  will  be  disposed  of  under  the  terms  of  the  order 
of  restoration.  In  giving  notice  of  this  decision,  due  notice  should  be 
given  these  parties  that  they  may  file  new  applications  so  as  to  protect 
their  interests  in  these  lands,  if  they  so  desire,  but  this  shall  in  no  wise 
be  construed  as  affecting  the  rights  of  others  claiming  an  interest 
therein* 
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TIMBER  CULTTTBE  ENTRT— REPEALEKO  ACT. 

Alvin  a.  Wiltsb. 

A  timber  cnltnTe  entry  made  on  the  date  of  the  repealing  act,  March  3, 1891,  by  a 

snccesaful  contestant  may  be  allowed  to  stand. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Jtine  P,  1S9J^. 

On  the  3d  day  of  March,  1891,  Alvin  A.  Wiltse  made  tiinber-cnlture 
entry  for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec.  9,  T.  »  N.,  E.  26  W.,  Valentine  land  dis- 
trict, Nebraska,  and  ui)on  the  payment  of  fourteen  dollars  received 
from  the  local  officers  certificate  Fo.  8525. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1891,  yon  advised  the  local  officers  that  said 
entry 

is  hereby  held  for  cancellation  for  iUegality,  the  timber-cnltiire  law  having  been  re- 
pealed March  3, 1891,  and  the  party  had  at  that  time  no  right  accruing  under  said 
law. 

An  appeal  from  such  action  on  your  part  brings  the  case  to  the  De- 
partment. 

In  his  paper  constituting  his  appeal,  it  is  stated  that  Wiltse  made  his 
entry  about  one  o'clock  P.  M.,  that  prior  to  that  time  he  had  been  to  a 
great  deal  of  trouble  and  expense  in  contesting  said  tract,  and  that 
after  his  entry  and  prior  to  receiving  notice  of  your  decision  he  had 
acted  in  good  faith,  and  had  broken  about  twenty  acres  of  said  tract 
He  asks  that  his  entry  be  reinstated  and  be  allowed  to  remain  intact. 

Of  the  entire  good  faith  of  the  entryman  in  making  his  application 
and  his  entry  there  is  no  question.  He  had  contested  a  prior  entry  and 
secured  its  cancellation,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  land  for  himself, 
under  the  law  there  in  force,  and  up  to  the  time  of  receiving  notice  of 
your  decision  of  June  10, 1891,  he  had  fully  complied  with  the  provis- 
ions of  that  law. 

On  the  day  the  entry  was  made,  "  an  act  to  repeal  timber-culture 
laws,  and  for  other  purposes''  (26  Stat.,  1095),  was  approved.  In  that 
act  it  was  expressly  provided 

that  this  repeal  shall  not  affect  any  valid  rights  heretofore  accrued  or  accruing 
under  said  laws,  but  aU  bona  tide  claims  lawfully  initiated  before  the  passage  of  this 
act  may  be  perfected  upon  due  compliance  with  law,  in  the  same  manner,  upon  the 
same  terms  and  conditions,  and  subject  to  the  same  limitations,  forfeitures,  and  con- 
tests, as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed. 

The  precise  question  presented  by  the  case  before  me  has  never  been 
passed  upon  by  the  Department,  but  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  Wiltse 
had  valid  rights  accrued  or  accruing  under  the  timber-culture  laws, 
before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891, 

The  Department  has  repeatedly  held  that  where  an  entry  or  filing 
was  made  the  same  day  that  the  map  of  a  general  railroad  route  was 
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filed  and  an  order  of  withdrawal  made  thereon,  that  the  entry  or  pre- 
emption filing  would  except  the  land  included  therein  from  the  opera- 
tion of  such  withdrawal. 

In  the  case  of  the  l^orthem  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v.  Parker  and 
Hopkins  (2  L.  D.,  569),  the  withdrawal  took  effect  August  13,  1870. 
Parker  made  homestead  entry  the  same  day.  It  was  held  that  as 
Parker  entered  the  same  day  the  withdrawal  took  effect,  his  entry  must 
be  regarded  as  the  superior  right,  and  that  the  land  was  thereby  exclud  ed 
from  the  withdrawal,  and  upon  the  subsequent  cancellation  of  his  entry, 
that  the  land  covered  thereby  passed  to  the  United  States.  In  support 
of  this  x)osition,  the  case  of  Saint  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  Gjuve  (9  C.  L.  O.,  119),  and  the  case  of  Talbert  v.  Northern 
Pacific  R.  R.  Cu.  (2  Brainerd's  Legal  Precedents,  321,  are  cited.  The 
same  doctrine  was  repeated  in  the  case  of  the  Korthem  Pacific  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Flaherty  (8  L.  D.,  542). 

Those  were  cases  between  individuals  and  corporations,  while  the 
case  at  bar  is  between  an  individual  and  the  government.  Applying 
to  this  case  the  doctrine  adopted  and  adhered  to  in  those  cited,  and  the 
entry  of  Wiltse  must  be  allowed  to  stand.  His  application  and  his 
entry  were  acts  performed  by  him  in  good  faith,  under  the  timber-culture 
law,  prior  to  or  simultaneously  with  the  passage  of  the  repealing  act, 
and  I  think  conferred  upon  him  certain  rights.  These  were  "  accrued 
or  accruing"  rights,  lawfully  initiated  under  laws  in  force  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  and  it  was  therein  provided  that 
such  rights  "  may  be  perfected  upon  due  compliance  with  law,  in  the 
same  manner,  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions,  and  subject  to  the 
samelinfiitations,  forfeitures,  and  contests,  as  if  this  act  had  not  passed." 

In  the  case  of  August  W.  Hendrickson  (13  L.  D.,  169),  where  a  prior 
entry  had  been  successfully  contested,  but  where  the  successful  contest- 
ant did  not  apply  to  enter  the  land  until  the  10th  of  March,  1891,  it  was 
held  that  his  application  came  too  late,  and  your  decision  rejecting  it  was 
affirmed  by  the  Department. 

The  facts  in  that  case,  however,  differed  from  those  herein  presented 
in  a  very  essential  particular.  There  the  application  to  enter  was  not 
made  until  several  days  after  the  passage  of  the  repealing  act  of  March 
3, 1891,  while  in  this  case,  the  entry  and  the  repeal  both  occurred  on 
the  same  day. 

In  view  of  the  decisions  cited  in  the  cases  between  individuals  and 
corporations,  and  of  the  provisions  in  the  repealing  act  for  the  comple- 
tion of  accrued  or  accruing  rights  lawfully  initiated  under  the  timber- 
culture  law,  and  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case,  my  con- 
clusion is  that  the  entry  of  Wiltse  was  valid,  that  it  should  be  allowed 
to  remain  intact,  and  that  upon  the  compliance  with  the  law  under  which 
it  was  made,  he  should  be  permitted  to  perfect  the  same.  The  decision 
appealed  from  is  therefore  set  aside. 
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8ECO:!«^D  HOMESTEAD  ENTBX— ACT  OF  MABCH  8,  1889. 

John  Lindell. 

Section  2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  does  not  anthorize  a  second  entry,  where  the  entry- 
man,  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  has  porchaaed  the  land  eoTered  by  his  first 
entry  nnder  the  act  of  Jnne  15, 1880. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  C<>mmissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  June  P,  1892. 

On  the  30th  of  September^  1889,  John  Lindell  made  homestead  entry 
for  lots  3  and  4,  and  the  B.J  of  the  IiW.J  of  Sec  5,  T.  19  K.,  B.  5  W., 
Kingfisher  land  district,  Oklahoma  Tenitory,  which  entry  was  held  for 
cancellation  by  yon  on  the  15th  of  January,  1891.  The  case  is  before 
me  upon  an  apx>eal  from  such  decision  by  yoa« 

Your  action  in  the  case  was  based  npon  the  fact  that  the  record  in 
your  office  showed  that  on  the  7th  of  December,  1878,  Lindell  had  made 
homestead  entry  for  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land  at  Hays  City 
(now  Wa  Keeney),  Kansas,  which  land  was  purchased  on  the  28th  of 
July,  1885,  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880  (21  Stat,  237),  and  patent 
issued  June  6, 1888. 

In  explanation  of  this  transaction,  Lindell  states  in  an  affidavit  whidi 
accompanies  and  forms  part  of  his  appeal,  that  he  made  entry  for  that 
land  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  a  home,  and  built  thereon  a  good 
sod  house,  a  stone  stable  fourteen  feet  square,  with  a  shed  of  stone  on 
one  side  ten  feet  in  width;  that  he  dug  two  wells,  one  sixty-eight  and 
the  other  seventy-five  feet  in  depth,  but  obtained  no  water,  striking  a 
shale  rock  which  in  that  country  indicates  no  water;  that  some  of  his 
neighbors  bored  to  the  depth  of  four  hundred  feet  and  found  no  water; 
that  he  was  compelled  to  abandon  his  wells  and  haul  all  his  water  two 
and  a  quarter  miles;  that  he  continued  his  residence  upon  the  land  two 
years  and  two  months,  but  was  unable  to  secure  any  water,  or  raise  any 
crop,  or  even  a  garden,  although  he  attempted  to  cultivate  twenty-eight 
acres  of  the  land;  that  finding  it  impossible  to  live  on  the  land  and 
support  his  family,  he  abandoned  it  on  the  3d  of  Februaiy,  1881,  and 
gave  it  up  as  lost;  that  he  never  returned  to  said  land  again  to  live  on 
it,  or  to  attempt  its  cultivation,  or  even  to  see  it;  that  about  four  years 
and  five  months  after  he  had  moved  from  the  land  and  abandonedit  for- 
ever, for  the  reasons  stated,  one  E.  H.  Barton  offered  him  fifty  dollars 
for  his  improvements  thereon,  which  offer  he  accepted;  that  he  never 
made  any  attempt  at  any  time  to  obtain  title  to  the  land,  but  he  under- 
stands that  a  few  days  after  purchasing::  such  improvements  Barton  made 
cash  entry  for  the  same. 

He  further  makes  oath  that  when  he  sold  his  improvements  to  Bar- 
ton, he  signed  a  paper  which  he  supposed  simply  authorized  Barton  to 
take  possession  of  said  improvements;  that  he  did  not  intend  to  convey 
or  attempt  to  convey  any  interest  in  the  land  itself,  as  he  claimed  none, 
having  abandoned  the  land  and  all  claim  thereto,  several  years  before. 
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His  affidavit  is  corroborated  by  two  witnesses  who  declare  it  to  be 
true,  of  their  own  knowledge,  and  that  they  have  no  interest  in  the 
case.  Lindell's  statements  in  this  affidavit,  that  he  only  sold  and 
transferred  his  improvements  to  Barton,  and  that  he  never  had  the 
title  to  the  land  for  a  moment,  are  not  borne  oat  by  the  records  of  your 
office. 

It  appears  from  said  records  that  Lindell  made  the  regular  proof  re- 
quired under  the  act  of  June  16, 1880.  In  his  proof  he  swore,  among 
other  things,  ^^  that  he  has  not  transferred,  or  attempted  to  transfer, 
his  homestead  rights  under  said  entry,  nor  assigned  or  attempted  to 
assign,  his  right  to  receive  the  repayment  of  fees,  or  commissions  and 
excess  of  payments  made  thereon."  Said  proof  was  sworn  to  before 
E.  H.  Barton,  notary  public,  and  corroborated  by  William  W.  McKeever 
and  F.  M.  Lauck;  upon  which  a  patent  was  issued  to  Lindell  June  6, 
1888.  Under  these  circumstances,  his  affidavit  filed  in  this  matter 
can  not  be  accepted  as  true  in  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  contradict  your 
records  respecting  his  cash  entry  under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880.  That 
he  made  such  cash  entry  under  the  act  of  June,  1880,  is  unquestionably 
true,  and  the  only  question  remaining  is  whether  said  cash  entry  bars 
his  right  to  make  an  entry  under  the  act  of  1889. 

The  right  to  make  a  second  entry  is  accorded  by  section  2,  act  of 
March  2, 1889,  to  "  any  person  who  has  not  heretore  perfected  title  to 
a  tract  of  land  of  which  he  has  made  entry  under  the  homestead  law." 
Kow  on  the  record,  as  stated,  Lindell  has  perfected  title  to  a  tract  ot 
land  which  he  entered  under  the  homestead  law  and  that  too,  by  virtue 
of  a  special  privilege  conferred  by  the  act  of  1880,  upon  persons  who 
did  not  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  general  homestead  act.  This 
special  act  must  be  certainly  considered  a  part  of  the  homestead  system 
(Martha  A.  Garter,  9  L.  D.,  604),  and  it  can  not,  in  reason,  be  argued 
that  under  the  act  of  1889,  the  right  to  make  a  second  entry  extends  to 
one  who  has  been  permitted  to  perfect  title  in  spite  of  previous  non- 
compliance with  law  while  denying  the  same  privilege  to  one  who  secures 
title,  after  having  complied  with  the  law  in  all  respects. 

The  Department,  in  the  case  of  Joseph  A.  Nixon  (13  L.  D.,  257),  held 
that  section  2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  does  not  authorize  a  second  home- 
stead entry  when  the  entryman,  prior  to  the  passage  of  said  act,  has 
purchased  the  land  covered  by  his  first  entry  under  the  act  of  June  15, 
1880.  !No  sufficient  reason  for  any  change  in  the  holding  in  that  case 
is  made  to  appear.    The  decision  appealed  from,  is  therefore  affirmed. 


TIMBEB  AND  STONE  ACT-LANB  DEPARTMENT— ALIEXATIOX. 

United  States  v.  Miller. 

The  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  acting  nnder  the  direction  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  ia  vested  with  general  authority  to  determine  whether 
entries  allowed  by  the  local  officers  are  in  fact  made  in  due  accordance  with 
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law;  and  this  authority  is  in  no  wise  abridged  in  the  provisionB  made  by  the 
act  of  Jane  3,  1878,  for  the  sale  of  timber  and  stone  lands. 
The  phrase  ''  bona  fide  purchaser  "  as  nsed  in  said  act  is  not  applicable  to  a  pur- 
chaser before  patent. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June 

lOj  1892. 

By  letter  of  February  7, 1890,  you  transmitted  a  petition  of  Charles 
Lewis,  transferee  and  present  claimant  of  the  land  involved  in  the  case 
of  United  States  v.  Charles  C.  Miller  viz :  lots  1,  2, 3,  and  4,  Sec.  22,  T. 
21  ^.,  E.  2  E.,  Seattle  land  district,  Washington. 

On  March  16, 1883,  Miller  made  entry  for  said  land  under  the  timber 
and  stone  land  law  act  of  June  3, 1878  (20  Stat.,  89).  On  November  3, 
1885,  said  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  on  the  report  of  a  special 
agent  to  the  effect  that  ^'  the  land  embraced  therein  was  and  is  agricol- 
tural  land"  and  that  ^^said  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  of  George 
H.  Byan  of  Tacoma,  Washington  Territory."  Afterwards  upon  the 
filing  of  affidavits  by  Miller  and  Byan  a  hearing  was  ordered  which  r^ 
suited  in  a  decision  by  the  local  officers  in  favor  of  the  claimant.  That 
decision  was  reversed  by  your  office  and  the  entry  held  for  cancellation. 
Upon  appeal  to  this  Department  your  office  decision  was  affirmed  upon 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  showed  "that  the  entry  was  not  made  by 
Miller  in  good  faith  to  appropriate  the  land  to  his  own  exclusive  use 
and  benefit,  but  in  the  interest  of  Byan."  A  motion  for  review  based 
upon  the  theory  that  said  decision  was  contrary  to  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence was  denied. 

The  petition  now  under  consideration  sets  forth  that  the  petitioner, 
a  resident  of  the  State  of  Iowa,  while  on  a  visit  to  Washington  Terri- 
tory in  July  1883,  had  his  attention  directed  to  the  land  in  question 
and  was  advised  by  one  B.  McCrady  to  invest  money  in  the  purchase 
thereof  from  one  George  H.  Byan,  who  as  he  was  informed,  was  its 
owner.  That  intending  to  make  investments  of  that  sort  he  examined 
said  land  and  finally  purchased  it  for  the  sum  of  $9000,  which  amount 
he  has  since  that  time  paid  in  full.    He  further  sets  forth  that 

at  the  time  of  bis  paying  the  $5,000  (ist  payment)  aforesaid,  and  np  to  that  at  which 
the  Land  Department  began  its  action  which  ended  in  a  forfeituie  of  the  interest 
acquired  by  Miller  in  his  application,  as  well  as  for  some  time  thereafter,  the  under- 
signed was  not  informed  and  did  not  believe,  and  he  had  no  reason  to  belieyoj  that 
the  said  Charles  C.  Miller  had  not  in  all  respects  conformed  his  action  in  making  ap- 
plication for  the  land  in  question,  to  the  statute  and  other  regulations  goTeming 
such  cases ;  particularly,  he  had  no  information  or  notice  that  Miller  had  complicated 
himself  in  that  respect  with  G.  H.  Ryan,  as  subsequently  decided  in  the  land  office. 

The  prayer  of  this  petition  is  couched  in  the  foUowii^g  language: — 

Your  petitioner  shows  that  his  connection  with  the  land  and  payment  of  the  $9,000 
and  interest  aforesaid,  originated,  and  was  conducted,  with  good  faith  towards  the 
United  States  and  all  other  persons ;  and  therefore  he  prays  that  as  a  bona  fide  par- 
chaser  he  may  obtain  the  relief  to  which,  as  he  submits  he  ia  entitled  by  the  prori- 
sions  of  the  T.  and  S.  Statute^  section  2,  last  clause. 
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This  petition  although  it  sets  up  facts,  the  existence  of  which  and 
makes  statements  and  allegations  the  truth  of  which  could  in  the  very 
nature  of  things  be  known  to  Lewis  alone,  is  verified  by  one  of  his  at* 
toroeys.  This  practice  is  not  to  be  commended  and  although  I  have 
concluded  to  consider  this  petition  upon  its  merits,  it  will  hereafter  be 
insisted  upon  that  petitions  requiring  verification  shall  be  verified  by 
some  one  in  position  to  have  and  having  a  personal  knowledge  of  the 
facts  alleged. 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  June  3, 1878,  prescribes  the  oath  that  is  to  be 
made  by  applicants  for  land  under  this  law,  provides  that  any  person 
who  shall  in  making  such  oath  swear  £alsely,  shall  be  subject  to  the 
pains  and  penalties  of  perjury,  and  shall  forfeit  the  money  he  may  have 
paid  for  such  lands  and  all  right  and  title  to  the  same,  and  by  the  last 
clause  provides,  "  and  any  grant  or  conveyance  which  he  may  have 
made,  except  in  the  hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers,  shall  be  nuU  and 
void." 

It  is  strongly  urged  that  the  rule  as  to  forfeitures  under  this  act  is  not 
the  same  as  that  which  obtains  under  the  pre-emption  law.  The  posi- 
tion taken  upon  this  point  is  fairly  presented  in  the  following  quotation 
from  the  argument  filed : — 

It  seems  to  be  certain,  however,  that  in  applications  nnder  the  tim]i>er  and  stone 
statute,  something  more  than  swearing  to  a  matter  merely  not  true  is  required  ta 
warrant  a  forfeiture  of  the  money  and  land.  This  is  made  plain  by  the  provision 
that  the  false  swearing  which  authorizes  the  forfeiture  is  the  very  same  which  ren- 
ders the  party  subject  to  the  pains  of  perjury;  for  if  it  be  necessary  for  such  subjec- 
tion that  the  swearing  be  corruptly  false,  so  also  is  it  for  the  forfeiture;  *  •  «  , 
It  follows  also  that  inasmuch  as  for  liability  to  the  pains  of  perjury  it  is  necessary 
that  there  should  be  a  previous  conviction  by  a  jury,  so  also  for  the  forfeiture  of 
money  and  land  imposed  as  another  consequence  of  such  fact. 

This  rule  if  it  is  to  be  adopted  would  apply  as  well  to  those  cases 
where  the  original  entryman  still  claims  the  ^Aud  as  to  those  where  it 
is  held  by  a  transferee  of  such  entryman;  that  is  to  say,  the  question 
of  the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  does  not  enter  into  the  discus* 
sion  and  determination  upon  this  point  in  the  case  as  a  controling  fac« 
tor.  It  may  be  noted  fhrther  that  neither  the  question  of  the  degree  . 
of  criminality  required  to  subject  the  entryman  to  punishment  nor  the 
question  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  money  paid  for  said  land  is  now  under 
consideration;  the  only  question  now  here  being  as  to  the  authority  of 
the  proper  officers  of  this  Department,  prior  to  the  issue  of  patent,  to 
examine  into  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  surrounding  and  connected 
with  an  entry  allowed  by  the  local  officers  under  this  law  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  whether  the  entryman  has  shown  such  good  faith 
and  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law  as  to  entitle  him  to  a 
patent  and  if  it  be  determined  that  he  has  not  complied  with  the  law 
or  has  not  acted  in  good  faith  to  refuse  to  pass  the  entry  to  patent. 
Upon  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  acting  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  law  has  confered  super- 
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Tisory  power  over  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  such  matters  and 
has  imposed  '^  all  executive  duties  pertaining  to  the  surveying  and  sale 
of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States  or  in  anywise  respecting  such 
public  lands.''    Kevised  Statutes  Sec.  453. 

The  duty  thus  imposed  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  power  and 
authority  to  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  determine  whether 
there  has  been  a  compliance  in  good  faith  with  the  provisions  of  the 
law  under  which  title  is  sought  and  in  case  it  be  determined  that  there 
has  not  been  such  compliance  or  that  there  has  been  an  attempt, 
through  fraud  and  false  swearing  to  wrongfully  procure  title  to  the 
public  land,  or  to  avoid  the  provision  of  the  law,  to  refuse  to  approve 
such  claim  for  patent.  The  truth  of  this  proposition  as  applied  to  the 
system  of  public  land  laws  as  a  whole  is  well  settled  by  a  long  line  of 
decisions  and  in  support  thereof  reference  need  be  made  only  to  the 
cases  of  Smith  v.  Custer  et  aZ.,  (8  L.  D.,  269)  and  Travelers  Insurance 
Company  (9  L.  D.,  316),  and  the  authorities  referred  to  in  those  de- 
cisions. 

That  this  is  the  general  rule  is  not,  indeed,  specifically  denied  by 
this  petitioner,  but  it  is,  in  effect,  claimed  that  the  law  under  which 
the  land  here  involved  was  purchased  forms  an  exception  to  such 
general  rule.  To  allow  this  claim  would  be  to  say  that  an  entry  under 
this  law  when  allowed  by  the  local  officers  must  be  passed  to  patent 
although  it  may  be  apparent  to  the  officers  charged  with  the  supervis- 
ion of  the  actions  of  those  officers  and  the  proper  execution  of  this  law, 
that  such  entry  was  made  in  direct  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
law,  for  the  benefit  of  another  and  was  procured  through  fraud  and 
false  swearing.  The  issue  of  patent  vesting  as  it  would  legal  title  iii 
the  grantee  would  necessitate,  on  the  part  of  the  government,  recourse 
to  the  courts  for  redress  against  such  wrong-doing.  To  work  such  an 
exception  to  the  general  rule  as  would  bring  about  this  condition  of 
affairs  in  the  administration  t)f  the  land  laws  or  would  abridge  the 
authority  of  those  officers  of  the  government  charged  with  the  due 
administration  of  the  land  laws  in  a  matter  so  necessary  and  essential 
to  the  proper  execution  of  the  duties  imposed  upon  them,  and  the 
trusts  confided  to  their  care,  would  require  the  use  of  clear  and 
explicit  language  such  as  would  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of 
Congress.  Ko  intention  to  make  this  act  such  an  exception  to  the 
general  role  is  indicated  by  the  language  used,  nor  can  I  think  it  was 
intended  there  should  be  one  rule  for  entries  of  this  character  and 
another  tor  entries  under  the  other  laws  providing  for  the  disposal  of 
the  public  lands.  The  provision  of  this  law,  that  any  person  who  shsdl 
swear  falsely  in  the  premises  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  pains  and  pen- 
alties of  perjury,  does  not  add  to,  nor  does  it  detract  from  the  authority 
of  the  officers  of  the  government  charged  with  the  execution  of  such 
law.  It  is  clearly  the  duty  of  those  officers  to  examine  aU  applications 
for  land  under  this  law,  and  in  those  where  it  is  found  that  the  law  has 
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not  been  complied  with,  or  that  an  attempt  to  fraadnlently  acquire  title 
in  defiance  of  the  provision  of  said  law  has  been  made  to  refdse  to 
approve  such  claims  for  patent.  This  is  what  was  done  in  the  matter 
of  Miller^s  application,  and  the  correctness  of  the  findings  of  your  office 
and  this  Department  is  not  now  being  questioned.  The  position  taken 
by  the  petitioner  upon  this  point  in  the  case  is  not  tenable  and  can  not 
be  sustained. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  phrase  bona  fide  purchaser  as  used  in 
this  statute  should  be  construed  to  include  all  ^^  such  as  have  dealt  with 
the  applicant  about  the  land  honestly."  It  is  at  the  same  time,  how- 
ever, admitted  that  ordinarily  that  phrase  does  not  include  one  who  has 
bought  a  mere  equitable  title.  One  of  the  well  established  rules  to  be 
followed  in  the  construction  of  statutes  is  that  words  or  phrases  which 
have  come  to  have  a  known  legal  imj>ort  ai'e  to  be  considered  as  hav- 
ing been  used  in  their  technical  sense,  unless  it  is  apparent  that  it  was 
intended  they  should  have  some  other  meaning.  The  term  ^^bona  fide 
purchaser"  had,  long  before  the  passage  of  this  law,  come  to  have  a 
well-defined  meaning  as  a  legal  term,  and  it  did  not  in  this  meaning  in 
dude  one  who  had  bought  merely  an  equitable  title.  Kot  only  is  this 
true,  but  it  may  properly  be  said  to  have  atta>ined  a  technical  meaning 
as  used  in  the  laws  relating  to  the  disposal  of  the  public  lands  of  the 
United  States.  As  far  back  as  1841,  Attomey-Gteneral  Legare  (3  Op., 
664),  in  considering  the  use  of  this  term  in  the  pre-emption  law,  said:- 

The  assignee  took  only  an  eqaity,  and  he  took  it  of  course  subject  to  all  prior 
equities.  The  patent,  it  is  needless  to  say,  is  the  only  complete  legal  title  under  our 
land  laws.  But  to  protect  a  purchaser  under  the  plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice,  he  must  have  a  complete  legal  title.  There  must 
have  been,  not  a  contract,  but  a  conveyance — not  aju8  ad  renif  but  &Ju8  in  re. 

The  same  position  was  taken  by  Justice  Miller  in  the  decision  in  the 
ca«e  of  Eoot  v.  Shields,  rendered  in  iN'ovember,  1868  (1  Woolworth's 
Circuit  Court  Eeports,  340). 

In  that  case  the  vendees  of  Shields,  a  pre-emption  entryman,  claimed 
protection  as  bona  fide  purchasers,  and  the  court  said: — 

Until  the  Issue  of  the  patent,  the  title  remained  in  the  United  States.  Had  this 
entry  been  vaUd,  Shields  would  have  taken  only  an  equity.  His  grantees  took  only 
an  equity.  They  did  not  acquire  the  legal  title.  And  in  order  to  establish  in  him- 
self the  character  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
chancery,  a  party  must  show  that  in  his  purchase,  and  by  the  conveyance  to  him, 
he  acquired  the  legal  title. 

This  phrase,  as  used  in  the  pre-emption  law,  had  then,  at  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  timber  and  stone  law,  received  construction  and 
had  been  by  the  proper  authorities  invested  with  a  well  defined  mean- 
ing and  import.  Congress  must  therefore  in  making  use  of  this  phrase 
in  the  later  law  relating  to  the  same  subject-matter,  1.  e.,  the  disposal 
of  the  public  lands,  be  held  to  have  used  it  in  the  light  of  such  con- 
struction and  to  have  intended  the  same  meaning  as  had  attached  to 
the  phrase  by  such  construction. 
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As  to  the  rulings  of  this  Department  and  of  the  courts  ui)on  the 
rights  of  a  purchaser  from  a  pre-emptor,  before  issue  of  patent,  it  is 
only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  cases,  hereinbefore  cited,  of  Smith  v. 
Ouster  et  al  (8  L.  D.,  269),  and  Travders  Insurance  Company  (9  L.  D., 
316),  where  this  question  was  carefully  considered,  the  authorities  upon 
the  point  referred  to  and  the  conclusion  arrived  at  clearly  and  defi- 
nitely stated. 

The  arguments  advanced  in  support  of  the  position  taken  by  this 
Department  in  those  cases  are  equally  applicable  to  cases  involving 
the  same  question  under  the  statute  now  being  considered.  That  the 
same  rule  obtains  here  as  under  the  pre-emption  law,  is,  in  effect,  held 
in  the  case  of  Richardson  v.  Moore  (10  L.  D.,  415).  This  same  question 
was  also  presented  in  the  case  of  United  States  v,  Allard  et  aZ.,  (14  L. 
D.,  392),  and  was  very  carefully  considered.  The  whole  matter  was 
quite  fullj  discussed  in  the  decision  rendered  in  that  case,  the  con- 
clusion then  reached  being  that  a  purchaser  before  patent,  of  one 
claiming  lands  under  the  statute  now  under  consideration  is  not  to  be 
considered  a  ^^bona  fide  purchaser"  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  as 
used  in  said  statute.  This  position  is,  in  my  opinion,  in  perfect  accord 
with  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  law,  is  in  entire  consonance 
with  the  general  policy  of  our  system  of  land  laws,  and  will  therefore 
be  adhered  to. 

The  prayer  of  the  petitioner,  Lewis,  must  be  and  is  hereby  denied. 


ABANDONED  MILITARY  RESEBVATIOK. 

FOBT  SANDEBS. 

The  act  of  Jnly  10,  1890;  proTiding  for  the  disposal  of  certain  abandoned  military 
reservations  in  Wyoming  repeals  the  provision  in  the  act  of  Jnly  5,  1884,  which 
confers  a  preferred  right  to  purchase  the  land  on  which  improvements  are  sita- 
ated  upon  the  owners  of  such  improvements. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  lOj  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  3d  instant  in  relation  to  the  ap- 
praisement of  certain  lands  in  Fort  Sanders  military  reservation  (aban- 
doned). 

On  March  26, 1891  you  held  that  one  Vine  could  not  purchase  the 
N WJ  of  the  SWJ  of  section  sixteen  within  said  abandoned  reservation 
under  the  act  of  July  5, 1884  because  it  was  school  land.  On  May  17, 
1892  this  Department  held  that  the  land  must  be  disposed  of  under  the 
act  providing  for  its  sale,  and  that  the  fact  that  it  proved  to  be  in  see- 
tion  sixteen  when  the  survey  was  completed,  did  not  affect  it,  and  that 
Yine  having  purchased  the  buildiugs  on  the  tract  which  he  sought  to 
purchase,  he  would  be  allowed,  upon  appraisement  being  made,  to 
complete  his  purchase  under  the  said  act  of  1884. 
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My  attention,  however,  has  been  called  to  the  act  of  Congress  of 
May  28, 1888  (25  Stat,  158)  which  granted  to  Wyoming  six  hundred  and 
forty  acres  of  land  in  Fort  Sanders  (abandoned)  military  reservation, 
as  nearly  as  practicable  in  square  form,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
Territory  (now  State)  to  maintain  a  fish  hatchery.  This  act  contains  a 
proviso: 

That  nothing  in  this  aot  contained  shaU  be  construed  to  have  the  effect  to  impair 
the  rights  of  any  person  in  or  to  any  portion  of  said  land  acquired  under  any  law  of 
the  United  States. 

Taking  these  two  acts  alone,  Yine  would  have  the  right  to  purchase 
the  subdivision  upon  which  his  buildings  stood,  and  the  State  could 
select  the  land  adjoining.  But  on  July  10, 1890  (26  Stat.,  227)  Congress 
passed  an  act  entitled  ^^An  act  to  provide  for  the  disposal  of  certain 
abandoned  military  reservations  in  Wyoming  Territory,"  and  which 
provided: 

That  all  public  lands  now  remaining  undisposed  of  within  the  abandoned  military 
reservations  in  the  Territory  of  Wyoming,  known  as  ...  .  Fort  Sanders  and 
,  .  .  and  which  are  not  otherwise  occupied  by  or  used  for  military  purposes,  are 
hereby  made  subject  to  disposal  under  the  homestead  law  only. 

This  act  contains  four  provisos:  First,  actual  qualified  settlers  are 
given  a  preference  right  of  entry,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  sixty 
acres  which  shaU  include  their  respective  improvements. 

Second,  lands  occupied  for  townsite  purposes,  and  coal  and  mineral 
lands  are  excepted,  and  these  are  to  be  disposed  of  under  the  laws 
relating  thereto  respectively. 

Third,  "This  act  shall  not  apply  to  any  subdivision  of  land  which 
subdivision  may  include  adjoining  lands  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres,  on  which  any  buildings  or  improvements  of  the  United 
States  are  situated  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shaU  so  direct 

Fourth,  this  act  shall  not  be  construed  to  amend  or  repeal  the  act  of 
May  28, 1888. 

In  this  case  of  James  Vine  (14  L.  D.,  527)  referred  to  in  your  letter, 
it  appeared  that  he  had  purchased  the  buildings  on  a  part  of  the  Fort 
Sanders  reservation  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1884,  and  his 
case  was  covered  by  the  <3lause  of  the  act  relating  to  buildings  or  im- 
provements which  had  theretofore  been  sold  by  the  United  States 
authorities,  and  the  preference  right  of  purchase  at  the  appraised 
value,  when  appraisement  should  be  made,  was  given  such  owner  of 
the  buildings.  Congress,  however,  in  the  act  of  July  10, 1890,  did  not 
make  this  class  of  cases  an  exception  to  the  operation  of  the  act,  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  his  right  of  purchase  was  taken  away  by  this  act. 
He  will  have,  however,  the  right  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  land 
as  any  other  person,  and  if  an  actual  qualified  settler,  will  have  the 
preference  right  of  entry  for  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  including 
the  tract  upon  which  his  buildings  are  situated,  subject  to  the  rights  of 
the  State  to  select  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  as  that  right  was  ex- 
pressly reserved  in  the  act  last  passed. 
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So  mach  of  the  decision  of  May  17, 1892,  as  held  that  Yine  conld  pur- 
chase the  land  is  recalled,  bat  so  mach  as  held  that  the  land  was  not 
school  land  will  remain  in  force. 


RAILROAD  GRANT— PRE-EMPTION  FILtNO-CONPLICTING  GRANTS. 

Meister  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  By.  Go.  et  al. 

An  expired  pre-emption  filing  of  record  at  the  date  when  the  grant  becomes  effectiro 
does  not  except  the  land  coTcred  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant. 

The  priority  of  right  accorded  the  Northern  Pacific  Company,  nnder  its  grant,  as 
against  the  St.  Panl,  and  Minneapolis  company,  in  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  139  U.  S.,  1,  involved  lands  either  within  the  place 
limits  of  said  grant  or  within  the  withdrawal  on  general  route,  and  the  disposi- 
tion of  indemnity  lands,  not  withdrawn  under  said  grant  until  after  the  rights 
of  the  other  company  attached,  is  not  governed  by  said  decision. 

Secretary  Nolle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  10^ 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  by  Conrad  Meister  from  yonr  decision 
of  A  pril  28, 1890,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  local  offlcei'S  at  St.  Glond 
Minnesota,  rejecting  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry  of  the  S. 
i  of  the  NW.  i  of  Section  1,  T.  129  IJT.  E.  37  W.,  tendered  November 
17, 1885.  Said  rejection  by  the  local  officers  was  based  on  the  ground 
that  said  tract  is  within  the  ten  miles  (primary)  limits  of  the  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  and  Manitoba,  St.  Vincent  Extension  Bailway  grant,  the 
line  of  which  road  was  definitely  located  December  19, 1871,  and  be- 
cause said  tract  was  selected  on  account  of  said  grant,  October  28, 
1879. 

Said  land  was  offered  at  public  sale  October  26, 1864.  On  July  8, 
1869,  Garrett  Oronk  filed  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  (l^o.  81) 
for  said  tract  and  others,  alleging  settlement  July  5, 1869,  but  never 
attempted  to  perfect  title  under  said  filing. 

You  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  on  the  ground  that 
Cronk's  filing  e^lred  before  the  attachment  of  rights  under  said  grant, 
and  that  said  land  therefore  enured  to  said  grant* 

On  appeal  to  this  Department,  Meister  alleges  error  in  rejecting  his 
application  on  such  ground.  Under  the  pre-emption  law  (Sec.  2264  of 
the  Bevised  Statutes)  it  was  necessary  for  Oronk,  within  twelve  months 
after  the  date  of  his  settlement  to  <<make  the  proof^  affidavit,  and  pay- 
ment'' required,  and  upon  failure  thereof  said  land  became  "  subject  to 
the  entry  of  any  other  purchaser.''  Oronk  never  complied  with  this 
provision  of  the  law.  The  twelve  months  from  his  settlement  expired 
July  5, 1870,  and  said  tract  then  became  prima  facie  vacant  public  land^ 
and  subject  to  the  grant  of  the  company  at  the  date  of  the  definite  loca- 
tion  of  its  road  on  December  19^  1871,  and  must  be  held  to  have  passed 
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tinder  its  grant  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  fbe  contrary.  Korth- 
em  Pacific  B.  £.  Co.,  v,  Stovenonr  (10  L.  D.  645)  Same  is.  Moling  (11 
L.  D.  138).  Bach  showing  is  attempted  to  be  made  by  the  liTorthem 
Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  Said  tract  is  within  the  thirty  miles  (indenmity)  lim- 
its of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Baih*oad  Company,  as  fixed  by 
the  definite  location  of  its  line,  but  was  not  in  said  grant  as  indicated 
by  the  maps  of  general  route  filed  in  1870.  The  indemnity  lands  of  this 
grant  were  ordered  withdrawn  December  26, 1871.  This  withdrawal 
was  revoked  August  15, 1887.  This  tract  has  never  been  selected  or 
applied  for  on  account  of  said  grant.  In  your  decision  you  held  that 
^^  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  claim- 
ant for  the  land."  Ko  appeal  from  your  decision  was  taken  by  said 
company,  which  was  then  party  defendant  in  this  case,  and  said  decision 
became  final  as  to  said  company.  Since  said  decision  was  made  the 
case  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  BaUroad  Company  v.  Korthem  Pacific  . 
Bailroad  Company  (139  U.  S.  1)  has  been  decided  by  the  supreme  court 
of  the  United  States,  Under  these  circumstances  the  attorney  for  the 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  has  filed  a  brief  in  your  office 
which  has  been  transmitted  to  this  Department  contending  that  under 
and  by  virtue  of  said  supreme  court  decision  the  Northern  Pacific  Bail- 
road Company  is  entitled  to  said  tract  by  the  priority  of  its  grant. 

The  fifth  specification  of  error  filed  by  Meister  alleges  error  in  your 
decision  in  not  holding  that  '^  the  grant  to  the  said  Northern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company,  excepted  said  land  from  the  operation  of  the  grant 
to  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Company." 

This  question  will  therefore  be  considered.  The  grant  of  lands  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  is  in  presenti  (13  Stat.  365)  and 
provides  (Sec.  3)  that  the  title  to  certain  specific  sections,  constituting 
the  primary  limits  of  said  grant,  shall  attach  <<  at  the  time  the  line  of 
said  road  is  definitely  fixed  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office. 

In  construing  this  grant  the  supreme  court,  in  the  above  cited  case, 
says  (page  5) — 

The  roate  not  being  at  the  time  determined,  the  grant  was  in  the  nature  of  a  float, 
and  the  title  did  not  attach  to  any  speoifio  sections  until  they  were  capable  of  identi- 
fication; bnt  when  once  identified  the  title  attached  to  them  as  of  the  date  of  the 
grant,  except  as  to  such  sections  as  were  specifically  reserved.  It  is  in  this  sense 
that  the  grant  is  termed  one  in  presenti;  thrit  is  to  say,  it  is  of  that  character  as  to 
lands  within  the  terms  of  the  grant;  and  not  reserved  ftom  it  at  the  time  of  the  defi- 
nite location  of  the  route. 

And  the  court  says  (p.  8)  that  said  company  ^^  on  the  21st  of  November, 
1871,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office, 
a  map  or  plat  of  the  line  thus  definitely  fixed,  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior.  ^ 

The  court  in  that  case  awarded  the  lands  involved  to  the  I^orthern 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  which  were  either  within  the  place  limits  of 
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its  grant  or  within  tlie  limits  of  the  withdrawal  on  general  route  of 
October  12, 1870. 

But  the  lands  involved  in  the  present  case  do  not  belong  to  either  of 
said  classes,  but  are  within  the  indemnity  belt  of  said  grant  which 
were  not  ordered  withdrawn  till  December  26,  ISTl,  which  was  subse- 
quent to  the  date  (December  19, 1871)  when  the  grant  to  the  St.  Paul, 
HinneapoliB  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Oomi^any  attached  to  said  land  as 
already  shown.  The  decision  therefore  in  the  case  of  the  St.  Paul  and 
Pacific  Bailway  Company  v.  Kortheru  Pacific  Bailway  Company,  supra^ 
does  not  govern  the  present  case.  Korthem  Pacific  Bailway  Company 
V.  Walters  (13  L.  D.  230,  235)  Northern  Pacific  Bailway  Company  «. 
Pettit  (14  L.  D.  591). 

The  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  has  never  selected  these 
lands  and  it  is  well  settled  that  no  title  vests  in  indemnity  lands  under 
grants  of  this  character  until  selection  is  made.  In  Wisconsin  Bail- 
way  Company  v.  Price  County  133  XJ.  S.  496,  it  is  said  "  The  approval 
of  the  Secretary  was  essential  to  the  efficacy  of  the  selections,  and  to 
give  to  the  company  any  title  to  the  lands  selected."  The  same  doc- 
trine is  re-affirmed  in  United  States  v.  Missouri  Bailway  (141  U.  S.  358^ 
376). 

Your  Judgment  is  affirmed. 


PIUVATE  CliAIM— PRE-£MPnON  S£TTL£MSKT. 

HUNaEBFOBD  V.  BABNABD. 

One  holding  title,  nuder  a  private  land  claimant,  to  a  larger  amount  of  land  than  lie 
would  be  allowed  to  take  nnder  the  pre-emption  law,  is  not  thereby  deprived  of 
the  right  to  enter  as  a  pre-emptor  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  such  land  when 
it  is  restored  to  settlement,  if  he  is  then  an  actual  settler  thereon. 

First  A88i8t<mt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Jtme  lOj  1892. 

This  appeal  is  filed  by  Thomas  J.  Barnard  from  your  decision  of 
March  18, 1891,  rejecting  his  final  proof,  and  holding  for  cancellation 
his  declaratory  statement  for  lots  1,  2,  and  3  (south  of  Arkansas  Biver), 
Sec.  10,  and  the  W.  i  of  the  IJTE.  J,  Sec.  15,  T.  22  S.,  B.  59  W.,  Pueblo, 
Oolorado,  so  fiEir  as  it  relates  to  lots  1  and  2,  in  said  section  10. 

The  tracts  in  controversy,  to  wit :  lots  1  and  2,  in  said  section  10, 
were  formerly  embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  land  reserved  to  sat- 
isfy the  derivative  claim  of  William  Craig,  under  the  VigU  St.  Vrain 
grant,  and  were  released  from  suspension,  and  restored  to  entry  May 
19,1887,  in  pursuance  of  the  letter  of  your  office  of  March  29, 1887,  which 
restored  to  settlement  and  entry  all  the  lands  within  said  limits,  except 
the  land  awarded  to  Craig  by  the  register  and  receiver,  under  the  act 
of  February  25, 1869, 16  Stat,  275. 
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Charles  H.  Hungerford,  who  is  a  derivative  claunant  under  the  Vigil 
8t.  Yraia  grant  through  William  Craig,  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  said  lots  1  and  2,  of  Sec.  10  (south  of  Arkansas  river), 
and  lot  1  of  the  KE.  J  and  the  N.  i  of  the  SB,  J,  Sec.  15,  T.  22  S.,  B, 
59  W.,  Pueblo,  Colorado,  alleging  settlement  December  1, 1865. 

Thomas  J.  Barnard  filed  declaratory  statement  August  30, 1887,  for 
said  lots  1  and  2  in  said  section,  with  other  land,  as  heretofore  stated, 
not  involved  in  this  controversy,  alleging  settlement  December  13, 
1886,  and  offered  final  proof  June  8, 1888,  when  Hungerford  appeared 
and  protested  against  the  acceptance  of  said  proof^  so  far  as  it  affected 
the  tracts  in  controversy.  The  local  officers  sustained  said  protest, 
which  was  afirmed  by  your  decision  of  March  18, 1889,  rejecting  Bar- 
nard's proof,  and  holding  for  cancellation  his  declaratory  statement,  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  said  lots  1  and  2.  From  your  decision  Barnard  ap- 
pealed. 

Hungerford  went  into  iK>ssession  of  this  tract  as  a  derivative  claim- 
ant under  the  Yigil  St.  Yrain  grant,  by  deed  from  William  Craig,  made 
in  1866,  of  a  tract  of  land  embracing  about  four  hundred  and  four 
acres,  which  included  the  land  embraced  in  his  declaratory  statement, 
which  was  within  the  exterior  limits  of  said  claims,  until  May  19, 1887, 
when  it  was  restored  to  settiement  and  entry  after  the  adjustment  of 
the  claim  of  William  Craig. 

The  proof  shows  clearly  that  Hunjgrerford  went  into  possession  of 
said  tracts  in  1865,  and  has  resided  thereon  continuously  ever  since, 
and,  although  his  house  was  upon  the  NW.  ^  of  the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  15, 
yet  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony  that  he  cultivated  and  improved  to 
some  extent  every  part  of  the  tract  embraced  in  Ins  filing. 

It  is  urged  by  defendant  that  Hungerford's  occupation  and  improve- 
ment of  his  derivative  claim,  embracing  over  four  hundred  acres,  did 
not  ^<  constitute  a  pre-emption  segregation  of  said  lots  1  and  2,"  and 
that  his  residence  on  the  SE.  ^  of  Sec.  15,  in  the  absence  of  pre-emption 
notice,  would  only  entitie  him  to  the  technical  quarter  section. 

Barnard  also  insists  that  he  was  the  first  settier,  and  that  Hunger- 
ford baa  not  improved  the  tracts  in  controversy  in  such  manner  as  to 
distinguish  them  as  a  pre-emption  claim,  but  has  Improved  land  ad- 
joining the  SE.  J  of  Sec.  16 — ^not  embraced  in  his  pre-emption  claim — 
to  a  greater  extent  than  he  has  improved  lots  1  and  2.  He  further 
contends  that  Hungerford  is  not  entitled  to  carve  a  pre-emption  from 
his  derivative  claim,  while  claiming  under  private  titie  the  ownership 
of  firom  four  hundred  to  five  hundred  acres,  it  being  inhibited  by  sec- 
tion 2260  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

The  foregoing  are  substantially  the  errors  complained  of. 

Tfie  mere  fact  that  Hungerford's  claim  under  his  derivative  title 
from  Oraig  embraced  a  greater  quantity  of  land  than  he  would  be 
allowed  to  take  under  the  pre-emption  law  would  not  deprive  him  of 
the  right  to  take  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  said  land  as  a  pre- 
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emption  claim,  if  he  was  an  actual  settler  upon  said  tract  when  it  was 
restored  to  settlement  and  entry.  Although  his  residence  was  on  a 
different  quarter  section  from  the  tract  in  controversy,  yet  his  actual 
improvement  of  the  different  tracts  embraced  in  his  tiling  is  sofficient 
to  cause  his  claim  to  attach  to  each  of  them.  It  is  only  where  there  is 
no  actual  improvement  on  the  legal  subdivision  claimed  that  the  rule 
applies,  restnctmg  him  to  the  technical  quarter  on  which  the  improve- 
ments are  placed. 

Hungerford's  settlement  commenced  in  1865,  and  his  filing  was  made 
June  20, 1887,  within  three  months  after  the  land  was  restored  to  the 
public  domain.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  showing  that  he  is 
disqualified  from  entering  the  tract  as  a  pre-emption  claim,  and  it  be- 
ing clearly  shown  that  he  was  the  prior  settler,  your  decision  rejecting 
the  proof  of  Barnard,  as  to  lots  1  and  2  in  said  Sec.  10,  and  cancelmg 
his  declaratory  statement  therefor,  is  affirmed. 


TOWNSmS  APPLICATION— SECTION  29,  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1891. 
FOBT  PlEBBE  AND  SoUTH  PlEBBE  TOWNSITBIS. 

The  party  filing  a  townsite  plat  aod  application  nnder  seotlon  2382  B.  S.,  is  the 

proper  party  to  receive  notice  of  action  thereon. 
The  right  accorded  by  section  22,  act  of  March  8, 1891,  to  enter  nnder  the  townsite 

law,  the  tract  of  land  specified  therein  is  limited  to  a  single  entry  of  said  tract. 

Secretary  UTohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  ii, 

189J3. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  townsites  of  Fort  Pierre  and  South 
Pierre,  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota. 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  16  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1889  (25 
Stat,  893),  a  section  of  land  located  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Missoori 
Biver,  at  the  month  of  Bad  Biver,  was  reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Dakota  Central  Baihroad  company.  By  section  22  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1891,  entitled  '^  An  act  to  repeal  timber-culture  laws,  and  for  other 
purposes,"  (26  Stat.,  1095),  it  was  provided  that  said  limd  should  <^be 
subject  to  entry,  under  the  townsite  law  only.''  The  tract  in  question 
is  desi^ated  as  the  mile  square  and  is  located  on  both  sides  of  the  Bad 
Biver;  both  tracts  have  been  surveyed  by  the  United  States,  that  on 
the  north  side  of  the  river  contains  384.60  acres,  and  the  tract  on  the 
south  side  contains  164.20  acres. 

Although  situated  within  the  limits  of  the  Sioux  Indian  reservation, 
it  is  asserted  that  the  tract  in  question,  especially  north  of  the  river^ 
was  occupied  for  townsite  purposes  as  early  as  1876,  and  that  it  was 
surveyed  and  platted  in  1883. 

On  November  29, 1890,  Wm.  B.  Brvin,  mayor  of  the  city  of  Fort  Pierre, 
made  townsite  entry  of  the  tract  north  of  the  river  ^<  in  trust  for  the  use 
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and  tenefLt  of  the  occupants  of  said  city  of  Fort  Pierre '^  under  the  pro- 
visions of  sections  2387,  2388  and  2389,  Bevised  Statutes. 

This  entry  was  irregularly  made.  It  embraced  land  outside  of  the 
<<  mile  square "  and  excluded  a  small  portion  of  said  tract  north  of  the 
river.  By  your  letter  of  July  13, 1891,  the  entry  was  r^ected.  In  said 
letter  you  state : 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  and  the  faot  that  said  "mile  square '^  has  been  specially 
sarreyed  into  two  tracts  and  that  patents  for  the  same,  when  issned^  most  describe 
the  whole  of  said  tracts  according  to  the  field  notes  of  the  special  sarveys  thereof,  I 
therefore  snspend  the  Fort  Pierre  townsite  entry  and  hereby  direct  that  yon  require 
the  mayor  of  said  town  to  make  new  and  correct  publication  of  notice,  townsite 
proof,  and  entry  of  the  884.50  acres  of  land  north  of  Bad  Biver  and  within  the  ''mUe 
square.'' 

On  the  10th  day  of  March,  1891,  there  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
register  of  Stanley  county,  a  plat  of  the  townsite  of  South  Pierre,  which 
embraces  that  x>ortion  of  the  mile  square  south  of  Bad  Biver,  together 
with  the  application  of  H.  P.  Bobie,  who  asserts  that  he  acts  for  him- 
self and  others  to  enter  said  tract  as  a  townsite  under  the  provisions  of 
sections  2382,  2383,  2384,  2385  and  2386,  Bevised  Statutes. 

On  March  23, 1891,  a  copy  of  this  plat  and  application  was  trans- 
mitted to  you  by  F.  0.  Plickinger  with  the  following  letter: 

I  send  yon  by  this  mail  a  plat  of  the  townsite  of  South  Pierre  to  be  filed  in  yonx 
office  in  compliance  with  section  2883,  Reyised  Statutes,  United  States.  I  under- 
stand there  are  no  filing  fees,  but  if  there  are,  draw  on  me  through  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Pierre  for  the  amount. 

Section  2382,  Bevised  Statutes,  provides  as  follows: 

In  any  case  in  which  parties  haye  lUready  founded,  or  may  hereafter  desire  to 
found,  a  city  or  town  on  the  public  lands,  it  may  be  lawftd  for  them  to  cause  to  be 
filed  with  the  recorder  for  the  county  in  which  the  same  Is  situated,  a  plat  thereof 
for  not  exceeding  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  describing  its  exterior  boundaries  ac- 
cording to  the  lines  of  the  public  surveys,  where  such  surveys  have  been  executed; 
also  giving  the  name  of  such  city  or  town,  and  exhibiting  the  streets,  squares,  blocks, 
lots,  and  aUeys,  the  size  of  the  same,  with  measurements  and  area  of  each  municipal 
subdivision,  the  lots  In  which  shall  each  not  exceed  four  thousand  two  hundred  square 
feet,  with  a  statement  of  the  extent  and  general  character  of  the  improvements;  such 
map  and  statement  to  be  verified  under  oath  by  the  party  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of 
the  persons  proposing  to  establish  such  city  or  town;  and  within  one  month  after 
such  filing  there  shaU  be  transmitted  to  the  General  Land  Office  a  verified  transcript 
of  such  map  and  statement,  accompanied  by  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  that  such 
city  or  town  has  been  established  in  good  faith,  and  when  the  premises  are  within 
the  limitB  of  an  organized  land-district,  a  similar  map  and  statement  shaU  be  filed 
with  the  register  and  receiver,  and  at  any  time  after  the  fiUng  of  such  map,  state- 
ment, and  testimony  in  the  General  Land  Office,  it  may  be  lawful  for  the  President 
to  cause  the  lots  embraced  within  the  limits  of  such  city  or  town  to  be  offered  at  pub- 
lic sale  to  the  highest  bidder,  subject  to  a  minimum  of  ten  dollars  for  each  lot;  and 
BUch  lots  as  may  not  be  disposed  of  at  public  sale  shall  thereafter  be  liable  to  private 
entry  ftt  such  minimum,  or  at  such  reasonable  increase  or  diminution  thereafter  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  order  from  time  to  time,  after  at  least  three  months^ 
notice,  in  view  of  the  increase  or  decreases  in  the  value  of  the  municipal  property. 
Bat  any  actual  settler  upon  any  one  lot,  as  above  provided,  and  upon  any  additional 
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lot  in  which  he  may  have  snbstaDtialimpxoTements,  ahall  be  entitled  to  piore  up  and 
pnrchase  the  same  as  a  pre-emptor,  at  each  minimnm,  at  any  time  before  the  day 
fixed  for  the  public  sale. 

The  plat  filed  failed  to  comply  witli  the  requirements  of  the  law.  It 
did  not  exhibit  lots  or  alleys  and  did  not  give  the  size  of  the  same,  nei- 
ther was  th(dre  a  statement  of  the  extent  and  general  character  of  the 
improvements. 

By  your  letter  of  July  13, 1891,  you  rejected  the  application  and  the 
plat  and  held  that  the  entire  tract  was  subject  ^<  to  entry  as  a  whole  at 
such  time  as  it  can  be  shown  that  the  population,  business  and  maaici- 
pal  improvements  thereon  are  in  number  and  character  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  allowance  of  an  entry  thereof 

In  his  application,  H.  P.  Eobie  swears  that  he  and  the  persons  for 
whom  he  acted  were  the  first  settlers  on  said  tract  for  townsite  par- 
poses. 

The  records  show  that  on  July  20, 1891,  the  register  at  Pierre,  gave 
F.  0.  Flickinger  personal  notice  of  your  decision  of  July  13, 1891.  and 
on  July  18, 1891,  mailed  a  notice  of  said  decision  in  a  registered  letter 
addressed  to  H.  P.  Eobie,  Fort  Pierre,  So.  Dakota,  the  post-office  near- 
est to  the  land  in  dispute.    This  letter  was  returned  uncalled  for. 

On  August  1, 1891,  Wm.  E.  Brvin,  mayor  of  Fort  Pierre,  published 
notice  of  his  intention  to  make  proof  and  entry  of  the  entire  tract  em- 
braced in  the  ''  mile  square''  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants 
of  the  land,  under  the  provisions  of  section  2387,  2388  and  2389,  Re- 
vised Statutes,  said  proof  to  be  oflFered  on  September  19, 1891.  On 
said  day,  before  any  evidence  was  taken,  a  protest  was  filed  by  J.  B. 
Wolgemuth.  In  this  protest  Wolgemuth  swore  that  he  and  some  forty 
others  made  the  first  townsite  settlement  on  the  land  south  of  Bad 
Eiver,  and  had  the  better  right  to  the  same,  and  protested  against  the 
contemplated  entry  of  said  tract  by  Ervin.  The  register  of  the  land 
office  at  Pierre  reports  as  follows : 

At  the  time  that  this  protest  was  filed  in  this  office;  the  parties  offering  the  same 
were  advised  that  they  woald  be  allowed  daring  the  hearing  of  the  final  proof  of 
said  city  of  Fort  Pierre,  to  offer  such  testimony  as  they  might  have  to  support  their 
alleged  rights  and  would  be  allowed  to  cross-examine  witnesses  of  said  townsite  as 
provided  by  the  rules  and  decisions  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

The  record  shows  that  counsel  for  the  protestants  was  present  at  the 
hearing,  that  he  took  part  in  the  examination  of  witnesses,  filed  ob- 
jections, etc.,  but  he  did  not  introduce  any  witnesses  to  sustain  the 
claim  asserted  by  the  protestants. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  H.  P.  Eobie  to  make  the  townsite 
entry  of  South  Pierre,  it  is  clear  that  F.  0.  Flickinger,  who  filed  the 
plat  and  application  in  your  office,  was  the  proper  party  to  receive 
notice  of  your  decision.  This  notice  was  given  him  personally^  but  no 
appeal  was  taken  by  him. 

H.  P.  Eobie  swore  that  he  and  his  associates,  were  the  first  settlers 
on  the  land  in  dispute  for  townsite  purposes,  hence  the  notice  of  your 
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decision  sent  to  him  at  the  post-office  nearest  to  the  land,  yiz.^  Fort 
Pierre^  was  properly  sent,  in  the  absence  of  a  statement  by  him  giving 
his  correct  post-office  address.  "So  api>eal  was  taken  by  him  within  the 
time  allowed  by  the  roles  of  practice. 

It  appears  from  an  affidavit  filed  by  Bobie,  October  5, 1891,  that  at 
the  time  he  filed  the  townsite  application,  March  23, 1891,  he  was  an 
actual  resident  of  the  city  of  Pierre,  and  resided  there  with  his  family, 
until  August  3, 1891,  when  he  moved  away.  He  states  that  he  and  his 
co-settlers  still  claim  said  land  and  desire  the  said  townsite  of  South 
Pierre  established  as  prayed  for  under  section  2382,  Revised  Statutes. 
His  affidavit  was  made  at  Yankton,  where  it  is  alleged  he  is  now  re- 
siding. 

On  September  28, 1891,  J.  B.  Wolgemuth  filed  an  appeal  from  your 
decision  of  July  13, 1891,  rejecting  the  application  of  H.  P.  Bobie  et  al. 
He  alleges  that  he  was  a  party  in  interest,  but  his  name  does  not  ap- 
pear in  the  original  application  filed  by  Bobie. 

The  evidence  shows  that  a  portion  at  least,  of  the  people  who  are 
actually  residing  on  the  tract  south  of  Bad  Biver,  desire  that  the  land 
should  be  entered  as  a  townsite  by  W.  B.  Ervin,  mayor,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  2387,  Bevised  Statutes.  Under  such  an  entry  the 
rights  of  all  parties  could  be  maintained  and  protected. 

So  far  as  those  who  claim  under  section  2382,  are  concerned,  they 
were  allowed  ftill  opportunity  to  submit  evidence  in  support  of  any  and 
all  rights  and  claims  asserted  by  them,  but  they  declined  to  submit  any 
evidence,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  a  further  hearing  should  be  or- 
dered. iN"o  appeal  was  properly  filed  from  your  decision  of  July  13, 
1891,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  supervisory  authority  of  .the  De- 
partment should  be  exercised  to  consider  the  irregular  appeal  filed  by 
Wolgemuth.  Your  decision  rejecting  the  plat  and  application  as  pre- 
sented was  correct. 

In  my  opinion  the  spirit  of  the  22d  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1891, 
before  cited,  contemplates  but  one  entry  of  the  tract  in  question  "  under 
the  townsite  law,"  and  I  think  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that  a  single 
entry  is  the  desire  of  the  majority  of  the  people,  and  that  their  rights 
will  be  best  subserved  by  such  an  entry.  The  area  of  the  tract  reserved 
is  less  than  the  number  of  acres  which  could  be  entered  by  the  number 
of  inhabitants  occupying  the  same,  under  the  townsite  law. 

You  have  not  passed  upon  the  application  of  the  mayor  of  Fort  Pierre 
to  enter  the  entire  tract  under  section  2387,  Bevised  Statutes. 

The  appeals  from  your  decision  rejecting  the  application  of  Bobie 
et  al,  are  dismissed,  and  the  application  to  enter  under  section  2387, 
Bevised  Statutes,  is  returned  for  such  action  as  may  be  proper  in  the 
premises. 
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TIMBSB  CITLTUBE  ENTBT— AMENDMENT-SECOND  BNTBT. 

Chables  a.  Vincent. 

A  timber  cultare  application  for  land  not  intended  to  be  entered  originally  can  not 
be  allowed  as  an  amendment,  and  the  repeal  of  the  timber  coltore  act  preoladet 
the  allowance  of  a  second  entry  embracing  said  laud. 

Mrst  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  June  11, 1892. 

Oharles  A.  Vincent  appeals  from  your  decision  of  June  4, 1891,  deny- 
ing his  application  to  amend  his  timber-culture  entry  for  ^.  }  of  KE.  \ 
and  K  }  of  KW.  J,  Sec.  5,  T,  21  K,  E.  41  W.,  AUiance  land  district, 
Nebraska,  to  embrace  the  S.  J  of  KE.  ^  and  W.  }  of  S£.  i.  Sec  4,  of 
said  town  and  range. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  14, 1890,  he  made  application  for  a 
timber-culture  entry  for  the  first  above  described  tract,  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  local  officers  and  the  proper  papers  issued;  that  on  May 
18, 1891,  he  was  advised  by  the  local  officers  that  his  entry  was  in  con- 
flict ^yith  a  prior  entry  for  the  same  tracts  in  the  name  of  Sarah  L.  Lots- 
peich;  that  he  filed  petition  in  your  office  asking  to  be  allowed  to 
amend  his  entry  to  embrace  the  last  above  described  tract,  which  yon 
denied  and  Vincent  appeals. 

The  local  officers  state  that  the  entry  of  Lotspeich  was  received  in 
the  local  office  by  Mr.  Windsor,  a  clerk,  who  on  that  day  was  taken  sick 
and  £a.iled  to  record  the  entry  and  therefore,  when  the  Vincent  applica- 
tion was  presented,  there  being  no  adverse  claim  of  record,  the  entiy 
was  allowed.   Both  local  officers  recommended  the  amendment  asked  for. 

It  does  not  appear  in  this  case  that  at  the  date  of  making  his  timber- 
culture  application,  Vincent  intended  to  enter  the  tracts  he  now  seeks 
to  have  his  entry  amended  to,  but  that  this  was  an  afterthought  when 
he  learned  that  the  land  he  applied  for  was  covered  by  a  prior  entry. 
An  application  for  land  not  intended  to  have  been  embraced  within  the 
original  application  can  not  be  properly  allowed  as  an  amendmeut. 
Goist  V.  Bottum  (6  L.  D.,  643)  j  Ohristoph  Nitschka  (7  L.  D.,  155;. 
Furthermore  as  the  timber-culture  law  was  repealed  by  the  act  of 
March  3, 1891  (26  Stat,  1095),  the  appelliuit  can  not  now  be  allowed  to 
make  another  timber-culture  entry. 

Your  decision  is  affirmed. 
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COAL    LA2n>-I>ISCOV:BBY-I>ECLAIlATOBT    STATEMENT— TBANS- 

FEBREB. 

MOGILLIOTJDDY  BT  AL.  V.  TOMPKINS  ET  AL. 

A  ooal  deolaratoiy  Btatement  under  section  2349  B.  S.,  is  void,  if,  prior  thereto;  no 
discovery  of  coal  has  been  made  on  the  land  covered  thereby. 

An  application  to  purchase  coal  land  cannot  be  allowed,  where  it  appears  to  be  made 
in  the  interest  of  another  who  has  already  ezhansted  his  rights  under  the  law 
authorizing  the  sale  of  such  land. 

Beeretary  ITohle  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  Jwm 

14^  1892. 

This  record  involves  the  validity  of  the  application  by  William  H. 
Tompkins  and  Lyman  Lamb  to  purchase,  as  coal  land,  under  the  act  of 
March  3,1873  (17  Stat,  607),  certain  described  tracts  aggregating  306.68 
acres,  located  within  the  municipal  limits  of  Eapid  City,  South  Dakota. 

The  township  plat  was  filed  February  18, 1880,  and  as  stated  by  your 
office,  the  land  in  question  was  returned  as  agricultural. 

On  February  23, 1888,  said  applicants  filed  in  the  laud  office  at  Bapid 
City  a  coal  declaratory  statement  for  the  N.  i  of  WN.  J,  the  K  J  of 
BTB.  J;  the  SB.  i  of  IJE.  i  and  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  Sec.  36,  T.  2  N.,  E.  7  E., 

excepting  "  that  portion  of  the  NW.  J  of  said  Sec.  36, lying 

within  the  exterior  north  boundary  line  of  the  original  townsite  of 
Bapid  City." 

The  applicants  alleged  that  they  had  been  in  joint  possession  of  said 
tracts  since  February  20, 1888;  that  they  had  ^'located  and  oi>ened  a 
valuable  mine  of  coal  thereon;"  that  they  were  developing  said  coal 
land,  and  mines;  that  they  had  expended  fifty  dollars  in  labor  and  im- 
provements, and  that  said  improvements  consisted  of  a  shaft  house,  and 
shaft  four  feet  square  and  twelve  feet  deep,  ^<  sunk  in  the  ground  above 
the  body  or  vein  of  coal." 

On  February  28, 1888,  the  local  office  rejected  said  filiug  <<for  the 
reason  that  by  section  1946  Bevised  Statutes,  TJ.  S.,  sections  sixteen 
and  thirty-six  are  reserved  for  school  purposes  in  Dakota."  The  appli- 
eants  appealed,  whereupon  your  office  by  letter  dated  August  21, 1888, 
reversed  said  action,  returned  said  filing  and  accompanying  papers, 
directed  the  same  to  be  filed,  and  remitted  any  objections  to  entry  by 
applicants  to  such  time  as  they  may  undertake  to  ^*  prove  up  and  en- 
ter." Thereupon,  August  28, 1889,  the  applicants  filed  the  pending 
application  (" affidavit  at  purchase")  wherein  they  claimed  the  right 
under  the  act  of  1873,  suj^a^  to  purchase  the  K  J  of  NW.  J  the  N.  J  of  XE. 
^  and  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  of  said  section  36,  and  alleged  that  they  had  ex- 
pended in  developing  coal  mines  on  said  tract,  in  labor  and  improve- 
ments the  sum  of  $8650;  thatsuch  improvements  comprised  ^^machinery, 
drills,  steam  engines,  etc.,  $6650;  expense  of  operating  said  machinery, 
fdel,  water  supply,  laborers'  wages  in  sinking  a  hole  to  the  depth  of 
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758}  feet,  $2000;"  that  they  were  in  actual  possession  of  said  mines 
and  that  they  ^^  make  the  entry  for  our  (their)*  joint  use  and  benefit  and 
not  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  any  other  party." 

On  the  same  day,  August  28, 1889,  protests  against  said  application 
were  filed  by  the  judiciary  committee  of  the  Board  of  Education  of 
Rapid  City,  and  V.  P.  McGOlycuddy  and  others. 

These  protests  set  out  in  effect  that  the  land  was  not  shown  to  be  of 
the  character  contemplated  by  the  act  of  1873,  supra^  and  that  it  was 
much  more  valuable  for  municipal  purposes  than  for  coal. 

ThereuiK)n  ahearing,  at  which  the  parties  appeared  with  counsel,  was 
commenced  before  the  local  officers,  October  3,  and  proceeded  with  upon 
different  days  until  November  14, 1889,  when  it  was  concluded. 

By  their  joint  decision  the  register  and  receiver  r^ected  said  appli- 
cation for  the  reason  that  the  land  was  not  sufficiently  developed  nor 
satisfiactorily  shown  to  be  valuable  for  coal,  and  for  the  fiirther  reason 
that  by  a  written  contract  the  applicants,  for  si>ecified  considerations, 
had  agreed  to  transfer  after  entry  or  patent,  a  certain  interest  in  the 
land  to  one  M.  H.  Day,  who  had  exhausted  his  right  of  coal  entry. 

The  applicants  appealed,  whereupon  your  office  by  decision  of  May 
26, 1890,  affirming  the  action  below,  found  the  land  ^^  more  valuable  for 
agricultural  and  municipal  purposes  than  for  mining  purposes  of  any 
kind,"  and  also  that  the  pending  application  should  by  reason  of  said 
agreement  be  dismissed  as  defective  '^irrespective  of  the  question  of 
the  character  of  the  land." 

The  applicants  have  taken  an  appeal  fi^om  this  decision  and  in  sup- 
poTt  thereof  counsel  have  been  heard  orally  and  upon  brief.  Counsel 
for  protestants  have  in  like  manner  been  heard  in  opposition  to  said 
appeal. 

By  the  act  of  February  22, 1889,  (25  Stat.,  676),  sections  sixteen  and 
thirty-six  were,  upon  her  admission  into  the  IJnion,  granted  to  the 
State  of  South  Dakota,  and  by  its  terms  mineral  land  was  excepted 
£k.*om  said  grant.  The  said  State  was  so  admitted  by  the  President's 
proclamation  of  November  2, 1889. 

The  applicants'  case,  therefore,  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  the 
land  was  prior  to  the  State's  admission,  shown  to  be  valuable  for  coal, 
and  that  being  thus  reserved  from  the  grant  it  was  subject  to  coal 
entry. 

The  land  contained  no  outcropping  or  other  surfiEMse  indications  of 
coal  and  none  was  discovered  in  the  shaft  described  in  the  applicants' 
filing.  Said  filing  was  therefore  properly  found  void  by  the  local  and 
your  office,  Section  2349  E.  S. 

The  applicants'  contention  that  the  land  was  proved  to  be  valuable 
for  coal  is  based  upon  testimony  showing  the  results  of  two  borings 
made  thereon  with  a  diamond  driU. 

The  first  of  said  borings  was  begun  in  May,  1889,  at  about  the  center 
of  the  ISW.  i  of  said  section  36,  and  continued  until  July  following, 
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when  at  a  depth  of  about  750  feet  the  ^^  drill  core"  disclosed  a  vein  of 
bitaminons  coal  some  thirty-foor  inches  in  width.  The  second  boring 
was  then  made  at  the  center  of  the  iN'E.  ^  of  said  section  36,  where  at  a  depth 
of  780  feet,  a  like  "  core  ^  showiqg  a  vein  of  about  thirty-six  inches, 
was  obtained  in  September,  1889.  Gores  of  coal  said  to  have  come  from 
said  borings,  cores  showing  other  strata  therein  and  different  samples 
of  coal  and  lignite  are  filed  as  exhibits  in  the  case.  Expert  and  other 
testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  coal  cores  filed  as  stated  did  not  in 
£a>ct  come  fit)m  said  land,  was  introduced  by  the  protestants. 

The  finding  by  the  local  and  your  office,  touching  the  character  of 
the  land,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  improvement  thereof,  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  said  borings,  which  constituted  the  sole  development 
claimed  by  the  applicants,  were  insufficient  to  prove  the  land  valuable 
for  coal  or  to  warrant  the  entry  applied  for.  Act  of  March  3, 1873, 17 
Stat.,  607,  Sections  2347^  Eevised  Statutes. 

The  specific  allegations  contained  in  the  pending  appeal  set  out  in 
substauce  that  your  office  erred  in  the  finding  thus  outlined. 

It  will  be  unnecessary,  however,  for  me  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  land  is  '^coal  land''  and  liable  os  such  to  purchase  under  section 
2347,  8upraj  or  whether  or  not  the  applicants  by  said  boring  have 
"oi)ened  and  improved"  thereon  such  "  coal  mine  or  mines"  as  would 
entitle  them  to  entry  under  the  act  of  1873,  supra.  Sees.  2348  and  2349 
B.  S. 

In  the  appeal  here  it  is  further  alleged,  that  "the  evidence  given" 
did  not  warrant  your  office  in  rejecting  the  pending  applications,  and 
also  that  your  said  decision  was  ^'  against"  both  the  evidence  and  the 
law.  But  aside  from  these  general  statements,  your  finding,  that  the 
applicants  had  in  &ct  made  the  said  agreement  with  Day,  is  not  as- 
sailed. 

The  said  agreement  is  not  in  the  record  as  the  applicants  at  the  trial, 
refrised  to  produce  it  in  evidence. 

The  testimony,  however,  shows  that  such  agreement  was  made  in  the 
winter  of  1888  and  1889;  that  it  was  in  force  up  to  and  at  the  time  of 
trial;  that  it  was  in  writing  and  that  by  its  terms  the  applicants  agreed 
to  transfer,  afber  entry  or  patent,  a  certain  interest  in  the  land  to  Day, 
in  consideration  of  his  exploration  thereof. 

The  improvements  (drUl,  engine,  boring  etc),  described  and  claimed 
by  the  applicants  were  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  placed  on  the 
land  by  Day.  Day,  in  like  manner,  supplied  the  labor  and  paid  the  ex- 
penses attending  said  borings,  which  were  done  under  the  personal 
supervision  of  a  foreman  employed  by  him.  And  the  drill,  engine,  etc., 
used  in  said  boring  thereafter  continued  to  be  his  property. 

The  applicants  urge,  however,  that  as  said  agreement  was  not  made 
until  long  after  and  without  Day's  knowledge  of  their  filing,  it  was  sim- 
ply  an  assignment  of  their  right  to  purchase  under  Sec.  37  of  the  oir« 
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cular  regulating  the  sale  of  coal  land,  approved  July  31, 1882  (1  L.  D., 
687).    Sec.  37,  «ifpra,  provides  that 

Assignments  of  the  right  to  purchase  will  be  recognized  when  properly  executed. 
Proof  and  payment  must  he  made,  however;  within  the  prescribed  period,  which 
dates  f^om  the  first  day  of  the  possession  of  the  assignor  who  initiated  the  claim. 

Bat  said  section  does  not  authorize  such  assignment  to  be  made  to  one 
who  has  exhausted  the  right  of  purchase  under  the  act  of  1873,  supra, 
and  to  thus  defeat  the  manifest  purpose  of  that  act  by  giving  such 
person  the  benefit  of  more  than  one  coal  entry.  Such  assignment  could 
not,  therefore  be  recognized  as  ^^  properly  executed  "  within  the  mean- 
ing of  section  37,  s^pra. 

When  the  applicants  filed  the  pending  application  they  were,  to  the 
extent  of  said  agreement  acting  as  agents  for  Day.  Gonsequently,  the 
entry  now  sought  could  not  be,  as  alleged,  for  their  sole  use  and  benefit. 

Day  testifies  that  in  1881,  he  made  a  coal  entry  for  land  in  Gharles 
Mix  county,  Dakota.  If,  therefore,  the  entry  now  asked  for  be  allowed, 
Day  for  all  practical  purposes  will  have  exercised  a  second  time  the  right 
to  purchase  government  coal  land.  This  would  be  clearly  at  variance 
with  the  act  of  1873,  supra,  which  authorizes  "  only  one  entry  by  the 
same  person  or  association  of  persons."  Sec.  2350  Bevised  Statutes; 
Fortheru  Pacific  Coal  Company.  (7  L.  D.,  422). 

To  allow  the  pending  application  would,  therefore,  be  in  substance  to 
authorize  an  entry  in  contravention  of  said  statutory  provision.  It  fol- 
lows, I  think,  that  for  this  reason  the  said  application  should  be  r^ected 
as  invalid. 

The  judgment  appealed  &om  is  accordingly  hereby  aflkmed* 


DESBRT  liAl^D  APPIilCATION— ACT  OF  AUGUST  80, 1890. 

Labby  Labsson. 

An  application  to  enter  desert  land  that  is  inolnded  within  the  existing  desert  entry 
of  another  is  not  a  claim  protected  by  the  statute  of  August  30, 1890,  and  on  the 
subsequent  cancellation  of  said  entry  the  limitation  in  acreage,  imposed  by  said 
act,  will  restrict  the  appUcant  to  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  June  14, 1892. 

On  March  24, 1890,  Larry  Larsson  made  application  to  enter  the  S.  i 
and  lots  1  and  2,  and  the  unsurveyed  part  of  section  23,  T.  5  K  B.  36 
E.,  at  Blackfoot,  Idaho,  which  was  rejected  because  in  conflict  vitb 
prior  desert  land  entry  No.  660  for  the  same  tract  made  by  William  B. 
Norway  January  18,  1887,  which  was  canceled  March  3,  1891,  On 
March  20, 1891,  Larsson  was  permitted  to  file  his  application  No.  1478, 
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for  said  tract,  containing  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  and  certificate 
issued.    By  your  letter  of  September  7, 1891,  you  held  inter  alia  that: 

The  application  of  Larsson,  being  for  land  not  subjeot  to  entry  at  the  time  it  was 
made^  was  without  force^  and  as  the  aot  of  Augost  30, 1890,  restricts  the  amount  of 
land  to  which  any  person  can  acquire  title  to  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres,  you 
will  advise  claimant  that  he  is  allowed  to  elect  that  portion  of  his  land  he  desires  to 
retain. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  has  been  taken  to  this  Department.  It 
is  contended  that  said  application,  when  received  March  20, 1891,  re- 
lated back  to  March  3, 1890,  when  it  was  originally  tendered,  and  there- 
fore was  not  affected  by  the  act  of  August  30, 1890  (26  Stat.,  371,  391). 

This  contention  cannot  be  sustained.  The  said  act  only  protects 
^<all  entries  made  or  claims  initiated  in  good  faith,"  and  the  original 
application,  when  offered,  was  rejected,  and  the  mere  offering  of  said 
application  was  neither  an  '< entry"  or  "a  claim  initiated"  within  the 
meaning  of  those  terms  as  used  in  said  act.  Said  application  must  date 
from  March  20, 1891,  and  cannot  relate  back  as  claimed.  Selway  v, 
Flynn  (6  L.  D.,  541). 

When  the  original  application  was  made  the  land  was  segregated  by 
the  desert  land  entry  of  Norway.    Jefferson  v.  Winter  (5  L.  D.,  694). 

When  Norway's  entry  was  canceled  on  March  3, 1891,  the  land  then 
became  open  to  entry  as  vacant  public  land,  but  the  act  of  August  30, 
1890,  had  then  gone  into  operation  and  restricted  the  quantity  of  land 
that  could  be  embraced  in  one  entry  to  three  hundred  and  twenty 
acres,  hence  when  Larsson  renewed  his  application  on  March  20, 1891, 
he  could  not  lawfully  enter  a  greater  quantity  than  that  named  in  the 
act. 

Tour  judgment  is  affirmed. 

APPIiTCATION  FOR  8irRVEY-8HAI.IX>W  ATBANDBBED  liAKE. 

Peusztnski  V.  Winona  and  St.  Peter  E.  E.  Co. 

The  goTenunent  haying  disposed  of  the  lands  bordering  on  a  shallow  meandered 
lake  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  application  for  the  survey  of  tracts  lying 
between  the  meander  and  water  lines^  as  such  lands  now  belong  to  the  owners 
of  the  adjacent  lands. 

Secretary  IToble  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  14^ 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Martin  Pruszynski  v.  The  Winona  and 
St.  Peter  Eailroad  Company,  as  presented  by  the  appeal  of  the  former 
from  your  decision  of  August  21, 1890.  In  your  letter  of  that  date  to 
the  local  officers  of  the  land  office  at  Marshall,  Minnesota,  the  facts  of 
the  case  and  the  grounds  of  your  judgment,  are  detailed  as  follows,  to 
wit: 

The  official  plat  of  survey  relating  to  township  112  N.,  range  45  W.,  5th  principal 
meridian,  was  approved  in  February,  1872.  Upon  it  appears  a  meandered  lake,  cov- 
ering 129.75  acres  in  the  S  \  section  15,  and  67.87  acres  in  the  S£  i  section  16. 
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There  is  nothing  upon  the  official  reoorda  to  indicate  that  a  settlement  oUlm  of 
any  kind,  for  any  part  of  either  of  the  seetionB  mentioned,  was  ever  made  or  asserted 
prior  to  that  hereinafter  considered. 

The  odd-nnmhered  section  came  within  the  10-mile  (granted)  limits  of  the  Winona 
and  St.  Peter  Railroad  under  act  of  March  3, 1805  (13  U.  S.,  Stat.,  526).  A  msp  show- 
ing the  proposed  line  of  said  road  opposite  tiiis  land  was  received  in  this  office  Feb- 
ruary 23, 1867,  and  by  letter  of  August  15,  1867,  the  register  and  receiver  were 
directed  to  withdraw  the  odd  sections  falling  within  the  limits  of  said  grant,  along 
the  part  of  said  line  shown  by  said  map,  upon  the  receipt  at  their  office  of  the  plats 
of  survey.  The  precise  date  when  the  plat  of  the  township  described  was  filed  in 
the  local  land  office  is  unknown,  but  the  report  of  the  surveyor  general  of  Minno- 
sota,  for  the  year  1872,  shows  that  it  was  transmitted  to  the  register  and  receiver 
(at  Redwood  Falls)  with  his  letter  of  May  4, 1872,  and  it  was,  no  doubt,  received  a 
few  days  later. 

August  26,  1872,  the  Winona  and  St.  Peter  Railroad  Company  listed  or  selected 
"  all "  of  section  15, 112  N.,  45  W.  A  map  showing  the  definite  location  of  the  line 
of  road  opposite  said  land  was  filed,  and  accepted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
June  9, 1873,  and  on  June  24, 1873,  ^^tUX"  of  said  section  (510.25  acres)  was  certified 
on  account  of  said  railroad  grant.  The  area  of  said  section  given  in  the  list  of  certi- 
fication corresponds  precisely  with  the  area  of  that  portion  of  the  section  lying  oat- 
side  of  the  lake  as  shown  by  the  plat  of  survey. 

With  a  letter  from  your  office  dated  September  13, 1889,  was  received  a  petition, 
by  Martin  Pruszynski,  alleging  that  the  waters  of  the  lake  above  referred  to  had 
receded  from,  if  in  fact  they  ever  covered,  the  portion  of  section  15  within  the 
meander  lines ;  that  he  erected  a  house  upon  the  tract  included  in  said  lines  in  1886, 
the  same  being  located  at  or  near  the  center  of  the  SW  i  of  said  section;  that  he  had 
resided  in  said  house  with  his  family  continuously  ever  since,  had  cultivated  and 
otherwise  improved  a  considerable  portion  of  said  land,  and  asking  that  the  tract 
withm  the  lines  of  meander  might  be  surveyed  or  platted,  so  that  he  might  make 
entry  for  the  same.  The  prayer  of  the  petitioner  was  denied  by  decision  of  Septem- 
ber 20, 1889,  and  said  decision  was  adhered  to  upon  motion  for  review.  An  appeal 
ftom  this  action  was  filed,  and  subsequently  withdrawn  to  enable  this  office  to  farther 
consider  the  case,  certain  allegations  of  facts,  not  before  considered,  having  been 
made  in  connection  with  the  appeal.  It  was  deemed  advisable,  upon  reconsideration, 
to  authorize  a  hearing  in  the  matter,  and  such  action  was  taken  by  letter  of  Janu- 
ary 18, 1890.  The  record  of  the  hearing,  received  with  your  letter  of  May  16,  1890, 
is  before  me. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record,  nor  in  the  letter  of  transmittal,  to  show  who  or 
what  parties  were  cited  to  appear  at  the  hearing.  It  is  shown,  however,  that  Sam- 
uel McPhaill,  an  attorney,  residing  at  Taunton,  Lincoln  county,  Minnesota  (in  which 
county  the  land  in  controversy  Ues),  informed  you,  by  letter  of  February  6, 1890, 
that  John  Swenson,  John  Erouk,  and  Walen  Semmon  were  claimants  to  said  "mean- 
dered land",  and  requested  information  relative  to  the  character  of  claim  asserted 
by  Pruszynski ;  that  on  the  day  of  hearing  (March  3, 1890)  Prusz3mski,  with  conn- 
sel  and  witnesses,  appeared,  and  the  Winona  and  St.  Peter  Railroad  Company  was 
represented  by  attorney. 

The  evidence  submitted  in  behalf  of  Pruszynski  consists  of  his  own  testimony  and 
that  of  Ole  Siverson,  WilUam  G.  Meenie  and  Martin  Frieske,  and  a  diagram  show- 
ing, approximately,  the  location  of  the  "meandered  land,''  and  the  positipn  of  Proa- 
synski's  house  and  improvements. 

•  •  «  '         «  •  #  • 

It  is  contended  by  Pruszynski  that  the  railwi^y  company,  "having  selected  the 
section  by  the  original  survey  of  the  government,  acquiesced  in  and  accepted  the 
same,"  is  not  a  party  in  interest,  and  not  entitled  to  recognition  in  this  proceeding. 
It  being  admitted,  and,  in  fact,  proved  by  the  petitioner's  own  witnesses^  that  the 
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Lwd  was  never  oorered  by  a  permanent  natural  lake,  and  that,  even  if  it  was  so 
covered  at  date  of  soryey,  said  lake  had  disappeared  prior  to  the  definite  location  of 
the  line  of  road,  the  contention  referred  to  must  be  based  upon  the  theory  that  the 
subsistence  of  the  meander  line  upon  the  plat  of  survey  at  the  date  of  the  definite 
location  excepted  the  land  within  the  meander  from  the  operation  of  the  railroad 
grant;  or  the  petitioner  must  be  under  the  impression  that  the  grantee  acquires 
right  to  such  lands  only  as  are  described  specifically  by  subdivisions  or  parts  of  sec- 
tions in  its  lists  of  designation  or  selection. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1857  (11  U.  S.  Stat.,  195),  to  wldeh  the  act  of  March  3, 1865,  is 
supplementary  or  amendatory,  describes  the  lands  granted  in  aid  of  the  construction 
of  the  railroad  mentioned  as  *'  every  alternate  section  designated  by  odd  numbers,^' 
within  a  distance  or  width  specified  on  each  side  of  the  line  of  road;  and  the  section 
of  which  this  land  forms  a  part  is  an  odd-numbered  one  within  the  limits  prescribed 
by  the  acts.  The  lands  excepted  from  the  grant,  by  the  language  of  the  statute, 
are  those  found  to  have  been  sold,  or  to  which  the  right  of  pre-emption  had  attached, 
at  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  line  of  the  road,  and  such  as  might  at  that 
time  be  reserved  by  competent  authority  for  any  purpose.  Assuming  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  Congress  to  save  the  rights  of  all  settlers  upon  lands  coming  within 
the  limits  of  the  grant,  the  department  and  the  courts  have  held  homestead  (as  well 
as  pre-emption)  claims  to  have  been  excepted. 

The  right,  of  the  grantee  attached  to  all  lands  within  the  granted  limits,  subject 
to  the  operation  of  the  grant,  upon  the  definite  location  of  its  line  opposite  the  same. 
Ko  right  can  be  acquired  by  listing  or  selecting  lands  not  legally  subject  to  the  grant, 
and  a  fiftilure  to  list  or  select  lands  to  which  the  right  has  legally  attached  does  not 
affect  the  grantee's  right  to  the  same.  Van  Wyck  v,  Knevals,  106  U.  S.,  360;  St. 
Paul  and  Sioux  City  Railway  v.  Winona  and  St.  Peter  Railway,  112  U.  S.,  720;  Kan- 
sas Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dunmeyer,  113  U.  S.,  629. 

All  of  the  corner  and  quarter-section  posts,  pertaining  to  said  section,  were  set  at 
the  time  the*  survey  was  made,  and  no  further  surveying  or  platting  are  necessarv 
for  the  identification  of  the  smallest  sub- division  of  said  section.  I  am,  therefore,  of 
the  opinion  that,  whatever  may  have  been  the  actual  area  of  the  land  embraced 
within  the  boundary  lines  of  section  15,  at  the  date  of  survey  or  definite  location  of 
the  railway  line,  the  rights  of  the  grantee  attached  to  all  of  it. 

The  prayer  of  the  petitioner,  Prnszynski,  is  therefore  denied. 

An  appeal  now  brings  tht)  case  before  me. 
Section  7  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1866,  provides, — 

That  as  soon  as  the  governor  of  the  said  State  of  Minnesota  shall  file  or  cause  to  be 
filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  maps  designating  the  routes  of  said  road  and 
branches,  then  it  shaU  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw  from 
market  the  lands  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

These  lands  incladed  ^^  every  alternate  section  of  land  designated  by 
odd  numbers,"  for  ten  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  said  road.  It 
appears  that  the  map  of  definite  location  of  said  road  was  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  June  9, 1873,  and  that  on  June  24, 1873,  "all" 
of  said  section  15  (510.25  acres)  was  certified  on  account  of  said  grant. 

It  is  contended  bx  the  applicant  that  as  this  area  (510.25  acres)  does 
not  embrace  the  land  within  the  meander  line  of  the  lake,  that  such  land 
did  not  pass  by  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company,  but  is  public  land^ 
and  that  it  was  error  to  reject  his  application  to  have  said  land  sur- 
veyed and  platted,  so  that  it  might  be  subject  to  his  application  to  en- 
ter the  same. 
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The  plat  of  the  survey  of  this  township  shows  a  meandered  lake  coh- 
ering portions  of  sections  15  and  16,  and  the  contigaoos  land,  forming 
the  rim  of  the  lake,  has  been  disposed  of  by  the  United  States  under 
the  survey  as  made. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  therefore  to  consider  the  question  raised  as  to 
the  correctness  of  the  survey  in  the  matter  of  the  representation  of  the 
lake. 

All  of  section  15,  without  the  meandered  lines,  has  been  certified  on 
account  of  the  raUroad  grant.  That  within  section  16,  and  without  the 
meandered  lines,  passed  to  the  State  as  school  lands  upon  its  identifi* 
cation  by  the  survey.  It  is  now  shown  that  the  lake,  as  to  lanas  m 
section  15,  has  disappeared,  or  dried  up,  if  it  ever  existed,  and  towards 
said  lands  the  petition  is  directed,  seeking  to  have  them  surveyed  and 
disposed  of  by  the  government  as  other  public  lands. 

As  thus  presented,  this  case  is  similar  to  that  arising  upon  the  appli* 
cation  by  John  P.  Hoel,  13  L.  D.,  588,  for  the  survey  and  entry  of  cer- 
tain tracts  lying  within  the  meandered  lines  of  a  lake  in  the  Bapids 
City  land  district.  South  Dakota. 

There  it  was  held,  under  the  authority  of  Hardin  v.  Jordan  (140  U. 
S.,  371),  — 

that  Don-navigable  inland  lakes  and  ponds,  where  the  pnblic  sorvey  shows  the  same 
meandered,  and  the  fact  appears  that  the  contiguous  lands  or  lots  have  been  disposed 
of  by  the  government,  that  the  land  covered  by  such  lakes  and  within  the  meandered 
lines  does  not  belong  to  the  government,  but  to  the  adjoining  proprietors,  under  the 
common  law  right  of  riparian  ownership.  The  government  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
such  lands,  and,  therefore,  no  power  to  dispose  of  them. 

The  present  tract  lies  within  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  there  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  common  law  doctrine  as  to  to  the  rights  of 
owners  of  land  on  non-navigable  lakes  and  ponds  prevail  in  said  State. 
The  proprietors  of  the  land  on  the  rim  of  this  lake  own  that  within  the 
meandered  line  of  the  lake  according  to  their  several  interests. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  determine  to  whom  any  particu* 
lar  portion  of  the  lake  bed  belongs,  but  deny  the  application  for  the 
survey  of  the  lake  bed,  for  the  reason  that  the  lands  involved  are  not 
public  lands,  and  that  the  United  States  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
same. 

Your  decision  is  aflSrmed. 
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MININO  CLAIM— ADVERSE  PROCSBDINGS-jnDICIAL  OBDBB. 

Apple  Blossom  Plaobb  v.  Oora  Leb  Lode. 

A  decree  of  the  court  in  adyene  proceedings  determines  the  right  of  possession  as 
between  the  parties  bnt  does  not  deprire  the  Land  Department  of  the  requisite 
authority  to  ascertain  whether  there  has  been  due  compliance  with  law,  and  the 
land  is  of  the  character  claimed  by  the  mineral  applicant. 

A  Judgment  of  a  conrt  that  placer  ground  may  be  entered  as  a  lode,  or  that  known 
lodes  may  be  entered  as  placer  ground,  subject  only  to  the  right  of  the  lode 
elaimants  to  the  possession  of  yeins  beneath  the  surface,  is  in  conflict  with  the 
mineral  laws  and  will  not  be  held  as  oondusiye  upon  the  Department. 

Seoretary  IToble  to  the  Oammisaioner  of  the  Oeneral  La/nd  Office^  June 

14j  1892. 

The  Apple  Blossom  placer  entry  No.  211  was  located  September  29^ 
1887,  and  patent  applied  for  March  26, 1888,  by  Charles  W.  Miller  and 
Albert  Smith,  Glenwood  Springs,  Ool. 

The  Cora  Lee  and  EUen  Sherwood  lodes  were  located  March  12,  and 
the  B.  and  M.  and  Little  Maud  lodes  were  located  April  5, 1884,  upon 
all  of  which  patent  was  applied  for  September  18,  and  entry  made 
December  21, 1888,  by  H.  W.  Pierson,  R.  G.  Carlisle,  W.  C.  English, 
Alice  Anderson,  Edward  W,  Burkhardt  and  Julius  Berg. 

On  May  2^^  1888,  the  above  lode  claimants  filed  adverse  claims  against 
the  placer  claim,  alleging  a  conflict  to  the  extent  of  17,404  acres.  Suit 
was  thereupon  instituted  in  the  district  court  of  Pitkin  county,  June 
26, 1888. 

The  placer  applicants  also  filed  an  adverse  claim  and  protest  against 
issuing  patent  for  said  lode  claims. 

On  December  21, 1888,  a  copy  of  the  judgment  roll  in  the  adverse 
proceedings  against  the  placer  claim  was  filed  in  the  case  of  the  lode 
claims,  and  on  December  27, 1888,  a  like  copy  of  said  judgment  roll  was 
filed  in  the  adverse  proceedings  against  the  lode  claims. 

As  shown  by  these  judgment  rolls  it  is  declared  by  the  court  that 
the  lode  claimants 

are  the  owners  of  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  that  portion  of  the  premises  in 
oontroYOTsy  described  as  follows :  The  Cora  Lee,  Little  Mand,  Ella  Sherwood  and  B. 
and  M.  lodes  or  yeins  thronghont  their  entire  length  across  the  Apple  Blossom 
Placer,  described  in  the  adverse  claim  and  claimant  together  with  surface  area 
described  as  follows,  but  ezclading  the  grounds  hereinafter  described  as  belonging 
to  the  defendants.     (Placer  claimants). 

The  judgment  then  describes  by  metes  and  bounds  the  laud  found  to 
belong  to  the  lode  claimants. 

Said  judgment  further  declares  that  the  defendants  (placer  claimants) 
"  are  the  owners  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  that  portion  of  the 
premises  in  controversy  described  by  metes  and  bounds  as  follows:  but 
excluding  therefrom  the  lodes  or  veins  above  named  but  not  excluding 
surfiEbce  ground  except  as  described." 
14661— VOL  14 41 
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Then  follows  a  description  of  the  land  awarded  to  the  placer  claim- 
ants which  is  part  of  the  land  awarded  to  the  lode  claimants. 
The  judgment  then  concludes  as  follows: 

It  is  therefore  considered^  ordered  and  adjudged  by  the  oonrt,  that  the  plaintiib 
do  haye  and  recover  from  the  defendants  the  Cora  Lee,  Ella  Sherwood,  Little  Hand 
and  B.  and  M.  lodes  or  veins  above  described  together  with  the  surface  area  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  (lode  claimants),  as  above  found  and  described  and  that  the  de- 
fendants (placer  claimants)  do  have  and  recover  from  the  plaintiffs,  that  portion  of 
the  premises  belonging  to  them  as  above  found  and  above  described. 

FoUowing  this  judgment  the  lode  claimants  were  allowed  to  make 
entry  for  the  lands  found  by  the  court  to  belong  to  them  and  the  placer 
claimants  were  allowed  to  make  entry  for  the  lands  found  by  the  court 
to  belong  to  thenu 

On  May  13, 1891,  you  considered  the  case  and  held  for  cancellation 
so  much  of  the  placer  entry  as  conflicted  with  the  location  of  the  lodes 
following  the  judgment  of  the  court  awarding  a  part  of  said  territory 
in  conflict  to  the  placer  claimants. 

You  state  that  ^^  Notwithstanding  the  award  of  the  court  in  the  ad- 
verse proceedings  and  the  assent  of  the  parties  litigant  thereto,  in  view 
of  the  fact,  as  virtually  shown  by  the  judgment  record,  that  the  veins 
or  lodes  do  exist  ^^  throughout  their  entire  length  across  the  Apple  Blos- 
som Placer."  This  office  cannot  under  all  the  facts  in  the  case  allow  a 
patent  to  be  issued  for  the  placer,  including  as  it  does,  ^^  known  veins 
or  lodes." 

The  claimants  of  the  Apple  Blossom  Placer  have  appealed  from  your 
judgment  to  this  Department. 

It  is  a  well  settled  doctrine  that  until  the  issue  of  patent  title  to  the 
public  lands  is  in  the  United  States,  and  that  while  so  the  Land  De- 
partment mast  under  the  law  be  the  judge  as  to  when,  under  what  cir- 
cumstances, and  how  the  government  shall  part  with  title.  (Moore  r. 
Bobbins,  96  U.  S.  530). 

Section  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  after  pro- 
viding for  the  adjudication  of  disputes  arising  between  different  min- 
eral applicants  in  the  courts  for  the  same  land  as  to  who  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  thereof  etc,  provides  that 

After  such  judgment  shall  have  been  rendered  the  party  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  claim  or  any  portion  thereof,  may,  without  giving  further  notice  file  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  the  judgment  roll  with  the  register  of  the  Land  Office  ..... 
-whereupon  the  whole  proceeding  and  the  judgment  roll  shall  be  certified  by  the  res- 
istor to  the  CoramiRHiouer  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  a  patent  shall  issue  thereon 
for  the  claim  or  such  portion  thereof  as  the  applicant  shall  appear,  fiMiu  the  decision 
of  the  court,  to  rightly  possess. 

While  a  judgment  in  mineral  cases  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties 
tliereto  by  the  section  above  cited,  it  is  only  conclusive  as  sho¥nDg  the 
right  of  possession  and  a  party  in  whose  interest  such  judgment  is 
made  is  not  entitled  to  a  patent  on  demand;  he  is  only  entitled  to  sueli 
patent  when  he  has  fuinished  evidence  that  the  requisite  amount  of 
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work  has  beeu  doue  on  the  claim  and  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  Alice 
Placer  Mine,  decided  Janaary  9, 1886  (4  L.  J>.y  314)  that  (syllabns) 

It  18  within  the  disoietioiL  of  the  Oommiasioiier  to  order  a  hearuig  to  ascertain  the 
character  of  the  land  and  whether  the  conditions  of  the  law  have  been  complied 
withj  though  the  appUcant  for  patent  ipay  have  obtained  a  fayorable  judgment  in 
the  courts  as  against  an  adverse  claimant. 

It  was  also  held  in  that  case  that  tiie  judgment  roll  proves  the  right 
of  possession  only. 

The  law  vests  in  you  the  authority  and  makes  it  your  duty  to  see  that 
the  requirements  of  law  relative  to  entries  and  grantiag  of  patents 
thereunder  shall  have  been  complied  with  before  the  issue  of  patent. 
The  usual  result  following  a  favorable  judgment  in  a  court  under  sec- 
tion 2326  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  is  the  issue  of  patent  in  due  time  but 
in  such  a  case  the  patent  is  issued  by  you,  not  on  the  judgment  of  the 
coort  alone  but  is  ux)on  your  judgment  pursuant  to  that  of  the  court 
and  on  certain  evidence  supplemental  to  that  furnished  by  the  judg- 
ment roll.  The  judgment  determines  the  question  as  to  the  right  of 
possession  aad  when  it  has  determined  which  of  the  parties  litigant  is 
entitled  to  possession  its  of&ce  is  ended,  but  the  right  to  a  patent  is  not 
yet  established.  The  successful  litigant  must  prove  by  report  of  the 
surveyor  general  that  sufficient  improvements  have  been  made  on  the 
claim  and  as  we  have  seen  you  may  further  investigate  the  character  of 
the  land.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  court  found  that  the  lodes  exist  in  the 
placer  claim  and  that  they  extend  clear  through  that  part  of  the  placer 
claim  in  conflict  and  yet  the  court  rendered  a  judgment  to  the  effect 
that  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  tract  is  included  in  the  lode  loca- 
tions and  contains  valuable  lodes  the  placer  claimants  are  entitled  to  a 
patent  for  all  of  the  surface  ground  thereof  and  that  the  lode  claimants 
are  entitled  to  the  '^  lodes  or  veins  throughout  their  entire  length  across 
the  Apple  Blossom  Placer."  Thus  making  it  necessary  if  the  judgment 
is  to  be  followed,  that  you  issue  two  patents  for  the  same  ground,  one 
to  the  placer  claimants  to  all  the  surface  of  the  ground  by  the  court 
found  to  belong  to  them  and  one  to  the  lode  claimants  for  the  lodes 
declared  to  exist  in  said  ground  and  to  extend  clear  through  it.  This 
the  Department  has  often  decided  it  has  no  jurisdiction  to  do,  Pacific 
Slope  Lode,  12  L.  D.  686,  and  cases  therein  cited. 

The  mineral  laws  must  be  construed  together  and  a  judgment  under 
section  2326  that  placer  ground  may  be  entered  as  a  lode  or  that  known 
lodes  may  be  entered  as  placer  mining  ground  subject  only  to  the  right 
of  lode  claimants  to  the  possession  of  certain  veins  under  the  surface  is 
directly  in  conflict  with  the  mineral  laws  and  must  be  held  as  not  bind- 
ing on  the  Department. 

Tou  will  order  a  hearing  to  determine  whether  known  lodes  existed 
on  that  part  of  the  placer  ground  in  conflict  with  the  lodes  above  re- 
ferred to,  at  the  time  the  patent  for  placer  ground  was  applied  for.  The 
entries  will  be  suspended  pending  said  hearuig.    This  hearing  is  neces- 


644  DECISIONS  RELATING   TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS. 

sary  because  no  proof  is  in  the  record  firom  wMcli  the  character  of  tiie 
land  can  be  determined  and  since  the  judgment  of  the  court  was  ren- 
dered upon  a  stipulation  of  counsel  and  no  direct  finding  that  the  lodes 
were  known  to  exist  was  made. 
Your  judgment  is  accordingly  modified. 


BXLINQ  U ISUMBNT-TRANSFEBICH* 
BlOHABD  F.  HAFEKAH . 

An  entryman  who  has  mortgaged  the  land,  after  final  certificate  has  issned,  will  not 
be  permitted  to  relinqnish  his  claim  and  thus  defeat  the  rights  of  the  mort- 
gagee. 

First  Assistant  Becretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  14^  1892. 

On  September  3,  1884,  August  Hafeman  made  homestead  entry  No. 
8683  embracing  lots  2  and  3,  in  Sec.  4,  T.  26,  S.,  E.  11  W.,  at  Lamed, 
Kansas,  alleging  settlement  March  2, 1878. 

On  December  13, 1884,  he  filed  notice  of  his  intention  to  make  final 
proof  in  support  of  his  claim  to  said  land  on  February  14, 1885,  before 
the  clerk  of  the  district  court  in  and  for  Piatt  county,  Kansas,  which 
notice  was  duly  advertised. 

Said  final  proof  was  taken  before  said  clerk  as  advertised  who  inad- 
vertently described  the  land,  in  writing  said  proof,  as  lots  3  and  4  in- 
stead of  lots  2  and  3.  This  mistake  was  also  carried  into  his  final  cer- 
tificate  No.  4137,  issued  February  18, 1886. 

The  said  lot  4  was  not  subject  to  entry  by  Hafeman,  having  been  pre- 
viously segregated  from  the  public  domain  by  the  timber  culture  entry 
of  Joseph  A.  McOsher.  This  mistake  in  the  final  certificate  was  cor- 
rected under  instructions  contained  in  your  letter  of  June  27, 1890. 

On  December  1, 1887,  said  Hafeman  mortgaged  said  lots  3  and  4  to 
the  Kansas  Mortgage  and  Investment  Company  to  secure  his  promis- 
sory note  for  $300.  Upon  discovering  the  said  error  said  mortgage  was 
released  and  a  new  mortgage  made  correctly  describing  said  lots  2  and  3. 

On  March  12, 1889,  said  company  filed  in  the  local  ofiiee  notice  of 
their  interest  in  said  entry  by  virtue  of  said  mortgage.  On  February 
17, 1891,  Richard  F.  Hafeman  filed  the  relinquishment  of  August  Hafe- 
man to  said  lot  2,  dated  October  13, 1890,  and  also  an  application  to 
enter  the  same  under  the  homestead  laws,  which  was  rejected  by  the 
local  officers.  The  applicant  appealed  and  by  your  letter  of  June  26, 
1891,  you  affirmed  their  decision,  holding  that 

the  seUer  under  a  fiDa]  certificate  wiU  not  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  any  irreg- 
nlarity  in  his  proof  to  ignore  rights' which  he,  himself,  has  conferred,  and  diBpoae 
again  of  property  already  once  assigned  or  mortgaged. 

An  appeal  now  brings  the  case  before  me. 


DECISIONS  RELATING  TO   THE   PUBLIC   LANDS.  645 

It  is  wen  settled  that  where  au  entryman  has  mortgaged  the  land 
after  receiving  his  final  certificate  he  wiU  not  be  permitted  to  relinquish 
the  same  and  thereby  defeat  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee.  Addison  W. 
Hastie  (8  L.  D.,  618).    Patrick  H.  McDonald  (13  L.  D.,  37). 

The  Sionx  Investment  Company  has  filed  a  petition  asking  that  the 
rejection  of  said  relinquishment  may  be  made  final,  alleging  that  it  is 
the  present  holder  of  said  mortgage  as  the  successor  to  said  Kansas 
Mortgage  and  Investment  Oompany,  praying  that  its  rights  under  said 
mortgage  may  be  protected,  and  said  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  allBging 
that  there  was  a  conspiracy  between  said  August  Hafeman  and  Bich- 
ard  F.  Hafeman  to  defiraud  said  petitioner. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  there  was  error  in  your  decision 
in  refusing  to  cancel  so  much  of  said  entry  as  embraced  lot  2,  for  the 
reason  that  said  lot  was  relinquished  because  it  was  not  embraced  in 
said  final  proof  or  entry. 

The  answer  to  this  contention  is  that  said  lot  2  should  not  be  relin- 
quished, for  the  reason  that  it  was  embraced  in  the  entry  of  August 
Hafeman,  and  he  had  created  a  lien  thereon,  which  he  should  not  be 
permitt^  to  defeat,  and  the  fact  that  said  lot  2  was  not  embraced  in 
said  final  proof  and  certificate  was  due  to  a  clerical  error  which  has 
been  corrected. 

The  appellant  relies  upon  technicalities  which  are  destitute  of  merit. 
The  course  of  the  local  officers  was  the  correct  one. 

Tour  judgment  is  afiirmed. 


BEPATMENT-FBES  FOB  REDUCING  TE8TIMONT  TO  WBTTING. 

Sophia  Edeb. 

Fees  recelTed  by  the  local  office  since  August  4, 1886,  for  reducing  to  writing  the  tea* 
timony  in  support  of  an  entry  may  be  properly  included  in  aUowing  repayment 
where  said  fees  are  coUected  according  to  law. 

Secretary  IToble  to  the  First  Oomptrollery  June  15^  1892. 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  April  19, 1892,  transmitting  for  my 
consideration  General  Land  Office  report  Xo.  55,409  and  the  papers  con- 
stituting the  claim  of  Sophia  Eder  for  repayment  of  purchase  money 
paid  by  her  on  pre-emption  cash  entry  No.  3909  at  Helena,  Montana,  on 
January  10, 1890,  for  eighty  acres  at  $1.25  per  acre,  allowed  and  stated 
by  the  Commissioner  and  approved  by  thia  Department  for  $106.33. 
This  amount  is  made  up  as  follows :  $1 00  purchase  money ;  $3  fee  for  fil- 
ing declaratory  statement,  and  $3.33  fees  collected  for  reducing  to  writ- 
ing by  the  register  and  receiver,  the  testimony  in  support  of  the  entry. 
You  express  some  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  repaying  this  last  item. 

By  subdivision  ten  of  section  2238  Revised  Statutes,  the  register  and 
receiver  are  allowed  a  fee  of  fifteen  cents  a  hundred  words  for  reducing 
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to  writfug  the  testimony  in  support  of  an  entry  of  public  land  under  the 
homestead  or  pre-emption  law;  by  subdivision  twelve  of  the  same  sec- 
tion,  in  Montana  and  certain  other  States  and  Territories,  an  additional 
fifty  per  cent,  is  allowed. 

This  is  no  more  a  fee  for  personal  services  by  the  local  officers  than 
is  the  fee  for  filing  a  declaratory  statement,  or  the  fee  received  for  the 
location  of  lands  by  States  and  corporations  under  grants  from  Con- 
gress for  railroad  and  other  puriK>ses. 

In  each  and  every  case  the  fee  collected  is  turned  into  the  treasury  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  salaries  of  the  registers  and  receivers  are 
regulated  by  the  receipts  of  the  office,  up  to  the  maximum  of  $3000. 

It  is  true  that  from  March  3, 1883  (22  Stat,  484),  to  August  4, 1886 
(24  Stat.,  239),  by  act  of  Congress,  the  fees  received  by  the  local  officers 
for  reducing  testimony  to  writing,  formed  no  part  of  their  salary,  but 
was  retained  by  them.  It  follows,  that  no  repayment  should  be  made 
of  fees  of  this  kind  received  during  that  period. 

But  as  before  stated,  fees  received  since  August  4, 1886,  have  been 
turned  into  the  treasury,  and  in  my  opinion,  repayment  should  be  made 
in  such  cases,  the  same  as  of  any  other  fees  and  commissions  paid  in  con- 
nection with  an  entry  of  public  land,  I  herewith  transmit  the  report  of 
the  Commissioiier  of  the  General  Land  Office,  on  your  letter,  from  which 
it  appears  that  it  ha«  been  the  practice  to  make  repayment  of  fees  paid  to 
the  register  and  receiver  for  reducing  testimony  to  writing,  when  said 
fees  were  collected  according  to  law,  that  is,  when  the  work  was  actu- 
ally done  by  said  officers,  as  was  the  case  in  the  present  instance. 


PREFERENCE  RIGHT  OJF  BNTRT-COSTS* 

Jackson  v.  Holland. 

A  oontestant  Is  not  entitled  to  a  preference  right  of  entry  unless  he  pays  the  costs  of 
the  contest,  including  the  testimony  of  the  defendant. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  tJie  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  15 j  1892. 

On  October  4, 1888,  Frank  B.  Jackson,  the  plaintiff,  filed  a  coutest 
against  the  homestead  entry  of  Arthur  Warren,  for  the  B.  J  of  the  SB. 
1  and  the  E.  i  of  the  NB.  J,  Sec.  30,  T.  6  8.,  B.  2  W.,  Los  Angeles,  Cali- 
fornia, upon  which  a  hearing  was  had. 

Jackson  paid  the  cost  of  taking  the  testimony  in  said  contest,  except 
for  the  testimony  of  Warren,  the  defendant,  which  he  reftised  to  pay 
and  which  Warren  was  compelled  to  pay,  in  order  to  get  the  benefit  of 
said  testimony. 

Upon  the  proof  submitted,  the  local  officers  recommended  the  can- 
cellation of  the  entry  of  Warren,  from  which  decision  he  appealed. 

Pending  said  appeal— to  wit:  April  8, 1889 — ^Warren  relinquished 
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his  entry,  having  sold  his  improvements  to  John  H.  Holland  for  9500^ 
and  on  the  same  day  Holland  made  homestead  entry  of  the  tract. 

On  April  23, 1889,  Jackson  filed  declaratory  statement  for  the  land. 

On  receipt  of  Warren's  relinquishment  by  your  office,  you,  by  letter 
of  May  24, 1890,  ordered  that  the  case  be  closed,  and  Jackson  notified 
of  his  preference  right  of  entry  for  thirty  days. 

Upon  Holland's  application  to  make  commutation  proof,  and  upon  the 
protest  of  Jackson,  a  hearing  was  ordered  to  determine  the  question 
of  the  preference  right  of  entry. 

The  local  officers  decided  in  favor  of  Jackson,  and  Holland  appealed. 
You  reversed  said  decision  and  awarded  the  right  of  entry  to  Holland^ 
and  from  your  decision  Jackson  appealed. 

The  question  involved  in  this  case  is,  whether  Jackson  is  entitled  to 
the  preference  right  of  entry,  either  by  virtue  of  his  contest,  or  by  vir- 
tue of  your  letter  of  May  24, 1890,  closing  the  case  upon  the  receipt  of 
Warren's  relinquishment  and  notifying  Jackson  of  his  preference  right 
of  entry. 

The  grounds  relied  on  by  Jackson  in  his  appeal  are  (1)  that  the  ques- 
tion of  Jackson's  preference  right  as  between  these  parties  was  adju- 
dicated before  Holland  ofi'ered  proof;  and  (2)  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  record  to  show  that  Jackson  did  not  pay  the  contest  fees. 

As  to  the  first  proposition,  the  letter  of  May  24,  1890,  did  not  pre- 
tend to  pass  upon  the  question  of  the  preference  right  of  Jackson,  or  to 
question  the  validity  of  Holland's  entry,  which  had  then  been  made. 
The  entry  of  Holland  and  the  filing  of  Jackson's  declaratory  statement 
had  both  been  made  before  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the  re- 
linquishment of  Warren's  entry.  The  letter  of  May  24, 1889,  appears 
to  have  been  written  without  a  knowledge  of  these  facts,  and  as  stated 
in  your  letter  all  that  was  intended  by  the  statement  was  that,  prima 
faddy  Jackson  was  entitled  to  said  right,  of  which  he  should  have  been 
notified,  and  which  could  only  have  been  properly  determined  when  he 
appeared  to  make  entry.  To  entitle  him  to  the  preference  right,  he 
must  have  successtuUy  contested  the  entry  and  paid  the  cost,  and  must 
be  qualified  to  make  entry.  If  he  did  not  pay  the  cost  of  the  contest, 
he  was  not  entitled  to  the  preference  right,  and  the  land  was  subject  to 
entry  by  the  first  legal  applicant. 

In  supiK)rt  of  the  second  ground  urged  in  the  appeal,  it  is  insisted 
that  "  in  the  absence  of  anything  of  record  to  show  the  contrary,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  rules  of  practice  and  law  were  complied  with  in 
the  matter  of  cost."  It  is  further  insisted  that  the  only  evidence  which 
could  be  properly  received  of  the  charge  made  by  Holland  is  the  record 
in  the  Warren  contest,  and,  as  that  record  is  silent  on  this  point,  Hol- 
land must  fan. 

This  wa«  the  direct  question  involved  on  the  hearing  ordered  to  de- 
termine whether  Jackson  was  entitled  to  the  preference  right  of  entry, 
and  the  evidence  upon  that  point  is,  I  think,  conclusive,  as  shown  by 
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fhe  extracts  from  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  set  oat  in  the  argoment  of 
counsel  for  Jackson. 

Your  decision  holding  for  cancellation  Jackson's  filing,  and  holding 
intact  Holland's  entry,  with  leave  to  proceed  de  novo  to  make  final 
proof,  is  affirmed. 


SOLDEBBS'  ADDITIONAL  HOMESTBAD-SECTION   7»   ACT  OF    MARCH  8 

1881. 

Feed.  W.  Kjsllt. 

A  bona  fide  parch  aaer^  after  final  entry  and  prior  to  March  1, 1888,  is  entitled  to  the 
confirmatiou  of  a  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry  under  set  tion  7,  act  of 
March .%  1891,  though  the  original  entry,  on  which  the  additional  is  baaed,  may 
have  been  canceled. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  Jtme  15j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Fred  W.  Kelly  from  your  decision  of 
October  9, 1890  rejecting  his  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
the  2SEJ  of  Sec.  25,  T.  47  K,  E.  41  W.,  Marquette,  Michigan,  land  dis- 
trict. 

It  is  useless  to  give  the  entire  detail  of  this  case.  It  will  suffice  to 
say  that  on  February  25, 1871,  one  Nathaniel  Combs  made  a  homestead 
entry  for  forty  acres  of  land  at  the  Ironton,  Missouri,  land  o£Qce,  upon 
his  death,  his  widow,  Lucy  Oombs,  completed  the  entry,  made  final 
proof  and  received  final  certificate  on  March  1, 1878  tiierefor.  On 
same  day  she  made  application  for  a  certificate  for  soldiers'  additional 
entry  and  filed  the  necessary  affidavits  and  evidence  showing  her  late 
husband's  military  service,  and  obtained  a  certificate  dated  September 
13, 1878,  entitling  her  to  an  additional  homestead  entry  not  exceeding 
one  hundred  and  twenty  acres. 

The  record  further  shows  that  on  February  14, 1879,  she  made  appli- 
cation No.  1741  to  enter  the  NJ,  2^J,  and  SEJ,  NEJ,  Sec.  25,  T.  47  N., 
B.  41  W.,  Marquette,  Michigan,  land  office,  the  entry  was  allowed,  and 
final  certificate  No.  216  was  issued  thereon  on  said  day. 

On  March  31, 1800,  Fred  W.  Kelly  applied  to  enter  the  NEJ  of  said 
Sec.  25,  but  his  application  was  rejected  by  the  local  officers  because  of 
the  homestead  entry  of  Lucy  Combs  for  the  tracts  mentioned,  and  the 
entry  of  George  Roller  for  the  remaining  forty  acres. 

From  this  action  Kelly  appealed,  and  you  affirmed  their  ruling,  and 
he  again  api)ealed. 

Your  decision  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  said  entries  of  Oombs 
and  Roller  being  intact  upon  the  records,  that  the  entry  of  Kelly  could 
not  be  allowed  by  the  local  officers.  Counsel  claim,  however,  that 
inasmuch  as  the  record  shows  that  the  original  entry  of  Oombs  for  the 
forty  acres  was  canceled  by  your  office,  that  the  additional  entry  of 
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Lucy  Combs  (widow)  based  tLereon  became  a  void  entry,  and  that  on 
the  entry  of  cancellation  being  made  on  the  original^  there  was  nothing 
to  support  the  additional  entry  and  that  it  should  have  been  canceled 
when  the  original  was. 

Your  decision  sustaining  the  local  officers  was  correct  as  rendered. 
The  land  being  segregated  by  the  additional  homestead  entry  could 
not  be  entered  by  KeUy  until  the  record  was  cleared  by  proper  proceed- 
ings regardless  of  the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  entry.  But  since 
your  decision  was  rendered,  the  statute  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095) 
has  been  passed.  This  may  control  the  entry  in  view  of  the  foict  that 
after  final  certificate  was  issued  to  Lucy  Oombs  for  the  one  hundred  and 
twenty  acres  additional,  one  John  M.  Longyear,  according  to  his  sworn 
statement  filed  herein,  became  the  purchaser  thereof  in  good  faith. 

Longyear's  affidavit  is  dated  August  20,  1890.  He  says  "shortly 
after  the  entry,''  exact  date  not  given,  he  purchased  the  land,  relying 
upon  the  certificate  which  showed  her  entitled  to  one  hundred  and 
twenty  acres  additional  homestead  and  the  final  certificate  of  entry 
therefor,  and  that  he  is  an  Innocent  purchaser  and  should  be  so  treated, 
but  he  does  not  produce  his  deed  or  other  evidence  of  title.  Under  the 
act  cited,  if  there  was  no  adverse  claim  originating  prior  to  final  entry, 
and  the  land  was  sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  prior  to  March  1, 1888 
but  after  final  entry  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  no  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found  the  entry  may  be  confirmed. 

Your  decision  rejecting  Kelly's  application,  for  the  reason  given,  is 
affirmed,  but  as  the  case  is  before  tlie  Department,  and  in  view  of  the 
claim  of  Longyear,  I  return  it  to  your  office  that  he  may  be  allowed  to 
show,  if  he  can  do  so,  that  his  title  is  such  as  brings  him  within  the 
purview  of  said  act.  Upon  proof,  as  required  by  circular  of  May  8, 
1891  (12  L.  D.,  450)  being  furnished  within  reasonable  time  after  notice 
hereof  to  the  parties  in  interest,  the  entry  will  be  approved  aud  patent 
will  issue  for  the  land.  If  he  shall  fail  to  produce  such  evidence, 
your  office  will  take  such. action  upon  the  additional  homestead  entry 
as  may  be  proper  under  the  law  and  regulations. 


SOLDIEBS  ADDITIONAL   HOMXISTBAD— SECTION   7,  ACT  OF  MARCH  S, 

1891. 

Alexander  H.  Plemmons  et  al. 

Aaoldiei's  additional  liomestead  entry,  based  on  service  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guard, 

may  be  confirmed  in  the  interest  of  a  transferee. 
The  decision  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v,  Coousy  cited  and  foUowed. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office,  June  15 j  1892. 

This  appeal  is  brought  by  Thomas  Price,  transferee,  from  your  deci- 
sion of  May  11, 1891,  holding  for  cancellation  the  soldier's  additional 
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homestead  entry  of  Alexander  H.  Plemmons,  for  the  SW.  i  of  BE.  ^ 
Sec.  29,  and  the  KB.  |  of  N E.  j^,  Sec.  32,  T.  10  N.,  B.  17  E.,  Sacramento, 
California,  and  denying  his  right  to  purchase  nnder  the  act  of  June  15, 
1880. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are,  briefly,  as  follows: 

On  July  2, 1878,  the  Commissioner  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office  certi- 
fied that  Alexander  H.  Plemmons  was  entitled  to  an  additional  home- 
stead, not  exceeding  eighty  acres,  based  on  seryice  in  the  Missouri 
Home  Guards. 

The  original  homestead  was  made  at  BooneviUe,  Missouri,  November 
27, 1865. 

Under  this  certificate  soldier's  additional  homestead  entry  was  made 
of  the  tract  in  controversy,  May  2, 1879,  by  G.  W.  Farr,  aa  attorney  in 
fact  for  said  Plemmons,  and  on  May  7,  thereafter,  the  land  was  sold  to 
Thomas  Price,  the  appellant. 

By  letter  of  April  21,  1885,  the  local  officers  were  directed  to  notify 
the  parties  in  interest  that  they  would  be  allowed  sixty  days  in  which 
to  show  cause  why  said  entry  should  not  be  canceled,  because  based  on 
service  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guards,  or  to  file  an  application  to  pur- 
chase under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880. 

It  appearing  that  no  notice  had  been  given  to  the  parties  in  interest 
of  said  letter  of  April  21, 1886,  the  local  officers  at  San  Francisco,  Cali- 
fornia, by  letter  of  May  11, 1891,  were  instructed  to  ascertain  in  whose 
name  the  alleged  title  stands,  and  to  notify  him  that  the  entry  is  held 
for  cancellation  for  illegality,  as  stated  in  said  letter  of  April  21, 1885. 
You  revoked  the  direction  contained  in  said  letter,  authorizing  a  pur- 
chase under  the  act  of  June  15, 1880,  upon  the  ground  that,  since  the 
date  of  said  letter,  the  Department,  in  the  case  of  J.  S.  Cone,  7  L.  D., 
94,  has  held  that  entries  invalid  and  illegal  in  the  inception  are  not  sub- 
ject to  purchase  under  said  act.  You  also  held  that  the  7th  section  of 
the  act  of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095),  has  no  reference  to  entries 
void  db  initio. 

From  your  decision  Thomas  Price,  the  transiferee,  appeals. 

This  case  is  similar  in  all  important  respects  to  the  case  of  Samuel 
C.  Coonsy  (14  L.  D.,'457),  in  which  it  was  held  that  such  an  entry,  in 
the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  against  whom  no  fraud  has  been 
found,  is  confirmed  by  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891. 
Such  entries  when  made  were  held  to  be  legal  by  the  Commissioner  of 
the  General  Land  Office,  and  rights  which  attached  thereuuder  in  favor 
of  innocent  parties  are  protected  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  but  the 
Coonsy  case  and  this  case  should  be  limited  to  the  point  therein  de- 
cided. 

You  are  therefore  directed  to  notify  the  transferee  to  fiiruish  proof 
as  required  by  the  letter  of  instructions  of  May  3, 1891  (12  L.  D.,  450), 
and  after  receiving  the  same,  you  will  adjudicate  the  case  in  accordance 
with  said  instructions. 
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CX>KFIBMATIOir— SECTIOir  7»  ACT  OF  MARCH  8,  1891. 

United  States  v.  Gilbert  et  al. 

In  deteTmining  the  rights  of  a  transferee  under  section  1,  act  of  March  3^  1891,  the 
transfer  is  protected  by  the  presumption  that  it  was  made  in  good  faith  up  to 
the  point  where  sufficient  evidence  is  furnished  to  overcome  it. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  16j  1892. 

On  April  1, 1884,  David  O.  Gilbert  made  pre-emption  cash  entry  for 
the  E  J  NB  J,  SW  i  NB  i,  and  NW  J  SB  J,  Sec.  9,  T.  1  S.,  B.  38  W., 
Oberlin,  Kansas.  On  April  17, 1884,  he  sold  and  conveyed  the  tract  to 
H.  B.  Ketcham  for  a  consideration  of  $450. 

On  May  1, 1885,  special  agent  Samuel  Lee,  of  yonr  ofSce,  investigated 
the  entry,  and,  examining  the  tract,  reported  that  ^^  Messrs.  Bird  and 
Ketcham  use  land  as  a  cow  range  and  to  control  the  water;  bought  the 
land  from  the  entryman,  who  entered  it  for  their  use  and  benefit,"  and 
that  neither  Gilbert  nor  any  member  of  his  family  has  ever  resided 
upon  the  land;  further,  that  Gilbert  will  testify  that  "Messrs.  Bird 
and  Ketcham  furnished  him  with  the  money  to  pay  for  the  land,  and 
that  he  afterwards  sold  them  the  tract."  The  8X)ecial  agent  recom- 
mended the  "  cancellation  of  the  entry  for  failure  of  entryman  to  reside 
upon  and  improve  the  land  and  because  the  entry  was  made  in  the  in- 
terest of  and  use  and  benefit  of  Messrs.  Bird  and  Ketcham." 

On  May  23, 1885,  the  entry  was  held  for  cancellation  by  your  office, 
and  on  May  7, 1886,  said  entry  was  canceled. 

On  December  2, 1887,  Eobert  I.  Swinehart  filed  a  pre-emption  declar- 
atory statement  for  said  tract,  and  made  cash  entry  therefor  July  9, 
1888.  Ketcham  appealed  to  this  Department  from  the  ruling  of  your 
office  of  May  7, 1886,  canceling  the  entry  of  Gilbert,  and  May  8, 1888, 
the  Department,  considering  said  appeal,  ordered  a  hearing,  at  which 
the  tiausferee  might  be  permitted  to  show  that  Gilbert  had  complied 
with  the  law. 

A  trial  was  finally  had  before  the  local  officers  on  June  8, 1889,  when 
special  agent  J.  G.  Allard  appeared  on  the  part  of  the  government,  and 
H.  B.  Ketcham,  transferee,  in  person  and  by  his  attorneys.  Three  wit- 
nesses were  offered  on  the  part  of  the  government,  but  no  testimony 
was  ofi'ered  for  the  defense.  On  August  8, 1889,  after  considering  the 
evidence  submitted,  the  register  and  receiver  found  that  "Gilbert  never 
established  his  residence  upon  the  tract,  or  in  any  manner  complied 
wif  h  the  requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law."  Ketcham  appealed  from 
said  ruling  to  your  office,  where,  on  June  6, 1890,  the  ruling  of  the  local 
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land  officers  was  affirmed.    An  appeal  has  now  been  taken  to  this  De- 
partment.   His  appeal  is  as  follows: 

Before  the  Hon.  Secretary  of  the  Interior^  WasMngton^  D.  0. 

United  States    1 

V.  I     InyolYing  oiuh  entry  No.  245,  Ei  NEi  of  SWi,  NE^^  NWi  8£i 

David  O.  Gilbert  f  9-1-98  W. 

etal.J 

Appeal  from  declBion  of  Hon.  OommiBBloner  of  Qen.  Land  Office  to  Hon.  Secretary 

of  Interior. 

The  Hon.  CommlBalonar  erred  in  his  conduaions  of  fMt.    Erred  in  hia  oondnaiona 

of  law« 

Mat  a  McEiaoy, 

Atty.  for  Deft 

H.  B.  Kbtcham. 

This  appeal  is  not  accompanied  by  a  specification  of  the  errors  com- 
plained of.    Bnle  90  of  the  Bnles  of  Practice  provides  that — 

A  failure  to  file  a  specification  of  errors  within  the  time  required  will  be  treated  as 
a  waiver  of  the  right  of  appeal,  and  the  case  will  be  considered  closed. 

The  appeal  in  the  case  at*bar  fails  to  designate  the  errors  complained 
of,  but  leaves  your  office  and  this  Department  in  the  dark  as  to  the  par- 
ticular respect  in  which  Ketcham  deems  your  office  decision  to  be  wrong. 
In  the  case  of  McLaughlin  v,  Eichards  (12  L.  D.,  98)  it  was  said: 

The  party  complaining  ought  to  be  able,  and  by  these  rules  is  required,  to  point 
out  the  particular  errors  complained  of,  and  not  leave  this  Department  to  fish  out  of 
a  voluminous  record  supposed  errors. 

For  the  informality  and  inadequacy  of  this  apx)eal  it  might  be  dis- 
missed, and  would  be,  were  it  not  that  on  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.^  1096), 
Congress  passed  an  act  which  confirms  entries  like  this,  on  certain  con- 
ditions.   Let  us  see  what  these  conditions  are. 

The  seventh  section  of  said  act  provides,  substantially,  that  in  any 
case  where  a  pre-emption  entry  has  been  made  and  the  receiver's 
receipt  issued,  and  the  tract  has  been  sold  to  a  bona  Me  purchaser 
after  such  Unal  entry  and  before  March  1, 1888,  a  patent  shall  issue 
for  said  tract,  provided  no  adverse  claim  exists  which  originated  prior 
to  final  entry,  and  that  such  purchase  shall  have  been  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  ^^  unless  uxK>n  an  investigation  by  a  government 
agent,  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found." 

The  entry  in  question  was  made  and  the  final  receipt  issued  in  1883; 
the  tract  was  sold  for  a  valuable  consideration  after  final  entry  and 
before  March  1, 1888;  no  adverse  claim  which  originated  prior  to  final 
entry  exists.  We  come  now  to  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  has  been  found. 

The  special  agent  of  your  office  reported  that  the  entry  was  made  in 
the  interest  of  the  transferee,  and  that  it  could  be  shown  by  the  testi- 
mony of  Gilbert  ivnd  J.  A.  Hoflman.  This  report  was  answered  by  the 
transferee,  who  furnished  the  affidavits  of  Gilbert  and  one  Bird,  tending 
to  show  that  the  entry  was  made  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  entryman 
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and  not  in  the  interest  of  Bird  and  Eetcham.  At  the  trial,  the  testi- 
mony of  Gilbert,  Swinehart,  and  George  0.  Evans  was  submitted  by 
the  goyemment,  but  Hoffteian  was  not  sworn.  The  application  for  a 
hearing  was  made  by  Keteham;  stiU,  when  the  trial  was  had,  he 
offered  no  testimony,  but  relied  upon  the  failure  of  the  governments 
evidence  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  entry  was  illegal.  His  demurrer, 
filed  after  the  government  was  through  introducing  testimony,  is  as 
follows: 

Defendant  demnrs  for  the  reason  that  aU  the  testimony  introdnoed,  wholly  falls 
to  show  hy  any  competent  proof  that  D.  C.  Gilhert  did  not  in  &ct  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  pre-emption  law  with  reference  to  the  land  in  controversy,  and 
moves  that  the  action  on  the  part  of  the  goyemment  he  dismissed  and  the  pre-emp- 
tion cash  proof  of  D.  C.  Qilhert  be  passed  to  patent. 

The  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  government  to  show  the  truthful- 
ness of  its  allegations;  still  Ketcham's  remaining  silent,  if  he  had  any 
knowledge  as  to  whether  or  not  the  entryman  had  complied  with  the 
law,  yFould  tend  to  create  a  presumption  that  the  law  had  not  been 
complied  with.  However,  since  it  is  not  known  that  the  transferee  bad 
any  such  knowledge,  and  he  claims  that  his  purchase  of  the  tract  was 
made  by  reason  of  his  reliance  on  the  receiver's  receipt,  no  such  pre- 
sumption arises. 

At  the  trial  of  this  case  held  on  the  application  of  the  transferee,  the 
special  agent  attempted  to  show  by  the  entryman  that  the  entry  was 
made  in  the  interest  of  another;  that  part  of  his  examination  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Q.  Did  yon  make  this  entry  for  the  benefit  or  in  the  interest  of  any  one  elset 

A.  I  conld  not  say  that  I  did. 

Q.  Who  iVimished  yon  the  money  to  make  the  proof  on  this  landf 

A.  Mr.  Bird. 

Q.  Did  yoo  sell  or  contract  to  seU  this  land  before  ;on  made  proof  t 

A.  No  sir. 

Q.  What  did  yon  do  with  the  land  after  you  made  your  proof  t 

A.  I  sold  it. 

Q.  Who  did  you  sell  it  tot 

A.  To  Mr.  H.  B.  Ketcham. 

This  was  all  the  testimony  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  entry  was  made  in  the  interest  of  another  rather  tlian  in  the 
interest  of  the  entryman,  and  clearly  fails  to  establish  the  charge  that 
the  entry  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  another.  The  affidavit  of  Bird, 
Gilbert,  and  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Ketcham  all  tend  to 
show  that  the  entry  was  made  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  entryman. 

The  letter  of  instructions  to  chiefs  of  divisions,  of  May  8,  1891  (12 
L.  D.,  450)  after  defining  who  a  bona  fide  purchaser  or  incumbrancer  is 
within  the  meaning  of  section  seven  of  the  act  in  question  states  that 

where  it  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  a  sale  ....  was  made  prior  to  March 
1,  1888;  such  sale  ....  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  in  good  faith,  and 
unless  such  presumption  be  overcome  by  facts  presented  hy  the  record  or  in  connection 
with  the  saloj  snoh  entry  ahaU  pass  to  patent. 
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In  the  case  at  bar  the  sale  is  sho^^  to  have  beea  made  before  March 
ly  1888,  aud  aU  the  other  conditions  requisite  to  confirmation  under 
said  section  are  found  to  exist.  The  sale  is  protected  by  the  presump- 
tion that  it  was  made  in  good  faith  up  to  the  point  when  sufficient  evi- 
dence is  furnished  to  overcome  it.  In  this  case,  that  point  has  not  been 
reached;  the  testimony  utterly  fails  to  show  any  bad  faith  on  the  part 
of  the  transferee. 

You  will  therefore  caU  upon  the  transferee  in  this  case,  or  those  r^- 
resenting  him,  to  furnish  testimony  as  required  by  the  letter  of  instruc- 
tions of  May  8,  1891  supra. 

After  receiving  this  testimony,  you  will  abjudicate  the  case  in  the 
light  of  the  act  and  instructions  cited. 


Edwabd  Bbothebton  et  ax.. 

Motion  for  the  laview  of  departmental  decision  of  March  27, 1891, 12 
L.  D.,  305,  denied  by  Secretary  2!foble,  June  17, 1892. 
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MAaaiE  Lode. 

A  patent  for  a  placer  claim  passes  title  to  aU  lodes  or  veins  contained  therein,  if  they 
are  not  known  to  exist  at  the  date  of  the  placer  application. 

JSeoretary  N'oble  to  the  OommUsianer  of  the  General  Land  OffioOy  June  17^ 

1892. 

On  September  30, 1889,  George  0.  Fitschen  and  others  made  mineral 
entry  No.  1993,  at  Helena,  Montana,  of  the  mining  claim  known  as  tiie 
^<  Maggie  Lode  "  situated  in  Sec.  24,  T.  3  N.  B.  8  W.,  and  designated  as 
Lot  No.  334,  and  embracing  15.08  acres,  in  the  Summit  Valley  mining 
district  in  Silver  Bow  county,  Montana. 

Said  claim  was  located  February  20, 1880,  and  the  notice  of  location 
was  recorded  on  February  23, 1880,  in  book  "  L  "  p.  40,  of  the  records 
of  Deer  Lodge  county,  Montana. 

The  papers  were  transmitted  to  your  office  and  by  your  letter  of  July 
18, 1891,  you  held  said  entry  for  cancellation,  on  the  ground  that  said 
laud  was  embraced  within  the  limits  of  two  other  placer  claims,  which 
had  been  patented  April  15, 1881,  and  that  "  there  is  nothing  with  the 
papers  in  the  case  to  indicate  that  the  lode  claim  embraced  in  this 
entry  was  known  to  exist  before  the  dates  when  the  applications  for 
patent  for  the  placer  claims  were  filed.*'  An  appeal  now  brings  the 
case  to  this  Department. 
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The  specifications  of  error  axe  four  in  nnmber,  but  are  all  substaa- 
tially  embraced  in  the  third,  as  follows: 

In  holding  that  the  yeins  and  lodes  described  and  claimed  by  appellants  under  their 
said  mineral  entry,  passed  to  and  became  the  property  of  said  placer  claimants  under 
patents  above  mentioned,  dated  April  16,  1881. 

Section  2333  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  that  ^^  where  the  exist- 
ence of  a  vein  or  lode  in  a  placer  claim  is  not  known,  a  patent  for  the 
placer  claim  shall  convey  all  valuable  mineral  and  other  deposits  within 
the  boundaries  thereof.^ 

In  the  case  of  the  Iron  Silver  Company  v.  Mike  and  Starr  Co.,  (143 
U.  S.,  394-402)  the  supreme  court  uses  the  following  language:  <<The 
time  at  which  the  vein  or  lode  within  the  placer  must  be  known  in  order 
to  be  excepted  from  the  grant  of  the  patent  is,  by  section  2333,  the  time 
at  which  the  application  is  made.'' 

In  your  decision  you  state  that — 

The  records  of  this  office  show  that  mineral  application,  714,  for  patent  for  one  of 
the  placer  claims  was  made  July  14, 1879,  by  Jfohn  Noyes  ei  al;  and  that  mineral 
application  717,  for  the  other  placer  claim  was  made  July  18, 1879,  by  David  N.  Upton 
et  al ;  that  entries  were  made  for  both  June  22,  1880,  and  that  patents  were  issued 
for  them  April  15,  1881. 

The  Maggie  Lode  was  not  located  tUl  February  20, 1880,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  its  existence  was  known  on  July  14  or  18, 1879, 
when  the  applications  for  said  placer  patents  were  made  as  above 
stated.  If  the  existence  of  the  Maggie  Lode  was  not  known  on  either 
of  those  dates,  it  was  not  excepted  from  the  grants  of  said  patents.  If 
its  existence  was  then  known  it  was  a  very  material  and  important  fact 
which  it  was  necessary  for  the  appellant's  to  show.  As  they  have  not 
shown  it,  the  faiir  presumption  is  that  they  could  not  do  so,  and  that  the 
Maggie  Lode  was  not  then  known  to  exist,  and  consequently  the  mineral 
thereof  was  conveyed  by  said  placer  patents  as  provided  by  the  statute 
above  cited. 

Your  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Arthur  Oentzler  et  al. 

Motion  for  the  review  of  departmental  decision  of  March  27^  1891, 13 
li.  D.,  429,  denied  by  Secretary  Noble,  June  17, 1892. 
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BAILKOAD  GRANT-PRE-ElVf PTION"  FILING— VACATION  OP  PATENT* 

Holm  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Et.  Oo, 

An  unexpired  pre-emption  filing  of  record  when  the  grant  herein  becomes  effeotlTtt 
excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  said  grant. 

Proceedings  for  the  vacation  of  a  patent  are  warranted  where  it  appears  that  lands, 
excepted  from  a  railroad  grant  have  been  erroneoosly  patented  thereonder. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June  17^ 

1892. 

By  the  grant  of  March  3, 1857  (11  Stat.,  195)  Congress  granted  to  the 
Territory  of  Minnesota  to  aid  in  the  constrnction  of  what  is  now  the 
St.  Paul,  Minneax>olis  and  Manitoba  Railway  Company  and  its  branch 
lines,  ^<  every  alternate  section  of  land  designated  by  odd  numbers  for 
six  sections  in  width  on  each  side  of  each  of  said  roads  and  branches." 

By  the  act  of  March  3,  1865,  (13  Stat.,  526)  the  grant  was  increased 
to  ten  miles  on  each  side  of  said  roads. 

By  the  act  of  March  3, 1871,  (16  Stat.,  588)  a  new  grant  was  made  for 
the  St.  Vincent  branch  thereof  and  the  hue  of  said  branch  so  fixed  ^^  as 
to  form  a  more  direct  route  to  St.  Vincent  with  the  same  proportional 
grant  of  lands  to  be  taken  in  the  same  manner  along  said  altered  lines 
as  is  provided  for  the  present  lines  by  existing  laws." 

Lot  5  Sec.  9,  T.  127  I^.,  E.  39  W.,  Fergus  Falls,  Minnesota,  is  within 
the  ten  miles  granted  limits  of  the  grant  of  1871,  supra.  The  rights  of 
the  company  attached  to  lands  within  its  granted  limits  on  December 
19, 1871.  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  Northern  Pacific 
Eaikoad  Company  (139  U.  S.,  1-16). 

On  February  27,  1886,  Peter  J.  Holm,  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  for  the  tract  alleging  settlement  the  same  day.  The  appli- 
cation was  rejected  by  the  register  and  receiver  for  the  reason  that  the 
tract  was  railroad  land;  he  appealed  from  said  rejection  to  you  and  on 
May  24, 1889,  you  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  local  land  ofScers  and  re- 
jected his  application.  He  has  appealed  from  your  judgment  to  thil^ 
Department. 

He  claims  settlement  on  the  land  February  27, 1886,  but  since  the 
rights  of  the  company  attached  to  lands  within  the  primary  limits  of 
its  grant  before  that  time  and  since  this  traet  is  within  said  limits  it 
passed  to  the  company  and  Holm  could  acquire  no  rights  by  his  settle- 
ment or  application  unless,  at  the  date  the  company's  rights  would  have 
attached  the  tract  was  excepted  from  the  grant.  The  records  of  yonr 
office,  show  that  it  is  unoffered  land  and  that  one  Per  O.  Krom,  on  July 
29, 1867  filed  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  ^o,  3035  for  the  land. 

The  pre-emption  law  then  in  force  did  not  designate  a  time  within 
which  proof  was  required  to  be  made,  except  that  it  was  required  to  be 
made  ^^  at  any  time  before  the  commencement  of  the  public  sale,  which 
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shall  embrace  the  land  claimed  (1  Lester  374)  (2  Lester  241)  Malone  v. 
Union  Pacific  Railway  Company  (7  L.  D.  13). 

On  July  14,  1870,  Oongress  passed  an  act  (16  Stat.,  279)  requiring 
pre-emption  claimants  of  tlie  class  of  Krom  to  make  proof  in  one  year 
from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  or  before  July  14, 1871.  After- 
wards by  joint  resolution,  dated  March  3, 1871,  (16  Stat.,  601)  the  time 
within  which  proof  was  required  to  be  made  was  extended  for  one  year 
or  until  July  14, 1872  and  May  9, 1872,  Congress  passed  an  act  for  the 
protection  of  pre-emption  claimants  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  and  other 
states  (17  Stat.,  88),  extending  the  time  within  which  proof  was  required 
to  be  made  for  another  year  or  until  July  14, 1873. 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  filing  of  E^rom  had  not  expired  in  1871  when 
the  rights  of  the  railroad  company  under  its  grant  attached  hence  the 
tract  in  question  was  excepted  from  the  operation  of  said  grant.  And 
as  to  whether  Krom  complied  with  the  law  or  not  is  a  question  between 
him  and  the  government  and  one  which  can  be  of  no  interest  to  the 
company.  Kansas  Pacific  Bailway  Oo^  v.  Dunmeyer  (113  IT.  S.  629) 
(12  L.  D.  232). 

Upon  investigation  it  is  found  that  this  tract  was  patented  to  the 
railroad  company  in  February  1889.  In  your  decision  of  May  24, 1889, 
yon  did  not  mention  this  fact^  of  course  the  issuance  of  a  patent  dur- 
ing the  pendency  <>f  the  appeal  of  Holm  was  irregular,  this  inadvertent 
issuance  of  the  patent  miight  yet  be  ratified  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that 
said  patent  was  issued  without  the  sanction  of  law. 

The  tract  co^^red  by  it  was  excepted  from  all  claims  of  the  company 
by  the  unexpired  filing  of  Krom,  hence  it  has  remained  public  land. 

The  issuance  of  the  patent  terminated  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart* 
ment  over  the  land  but  since  said  patent  was  wrongfully  and  errone- 
ously issued,  you  will  serve  notice  upon  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 
Manitoba  Bailway  Company  toahow  cause  within  thirty  days  from  notice 
why  proceedings  should  not  be  instituted  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  March  3, 1887  (24  Stat*,  556)  to  vacate  the  outstanding  patent. 
If  any  showing  is  made  by  the  company  as  contemplated  by  the  i^ove 
notice  you  will  transmit  it  together  with  the  record  to  this  Department 
for  farther  action,  should  no  showing  be  made,  you  will  demand  of  the 
company  the  reconveyance  of  said  tract  as  provided  by  the  above 
cited  act.  Union  Pacific  Bailway  Company  (12  L.  D.  210).  And  if  at 
the  end  of  ninety  days  from  the  date  of  service  of  said  demand  the  com- 
pany shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  make  said  reconveyance  as  demanded 
you  will  transmit  to  this  Department  all  the  papers  in  the  case  in 
proi>er  order,  for  forwarding  to  the  Attorney  General  for  the  institu- 
tion of  suit. 

Your  judgment  rejecting  the  application  of  Holm  to  enter  the  land  is 
suspended,  and  yon  will  take  no  further  action  on  said  application  un- 
til the  tract  shall  have  by  reconveyance  or  by  decree  of  the  court  been 
restored  to  the  public  domain. 
14561— VOL  14 42 
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SWAMP  LAND  CONTEST— APPLICATION  TO  ENTEB. 

Mallet  v.  Johnston  bt  al. 

A  preference  right  of  entry  may  be  properly  accorded  the  sncceMfhl  contestant  of  a 
swamp  land  selection. 

A  pending  application  to  make  homestead  entry  protects  the  rights  of  the  applicant 
as  against  the  subsequent  claims  of  others. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  18j 

1892. 

By  letter  of  June  21, 1889,  you  transmitted  the  papers  in  the  matter 
of  the  application  of  Bichmond  D.  Mallet  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
the  E.  J  of  the  S  W.  J  and  the  N.  i  of  the  8E.  i  of  Sec.  14,  T.  03  K,  B. 
11  W.,  4th  P.  M.,  Duluth,  Minnesota,  land  district. 

On  July  18, 1865,  the  Sta  te  of  Minnesota  selected  said  tracts  as  swamp 
land. 

On  August  23, 1886,  Bichard  H.  Fagan  applied  to  make  homestead 
entry  for  said  land.  This  application  was  reiiised  by  the  local  officers 
because  of  the  State's  selection,  and  he  appealed  to  year  office,  accom- 
panying his  appeal  by  an  affidavit  alleging  that  said  land  was  not  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  the  "swamp  land"  grant. 

On  August  30, 1886,  one  James  S.  Johnston  applied  to  make  home- 
stead entry  for  said  land,  tendering  the  fees  and  commissions  at  the  same 
time,  it  seems,  asserting  the  non-swampy  character  of  said  land.  This 
application  was  refused  by  the  local  officers  because  of  the  selection  by 
the  State  and  of  Fagan's  prior  application.  Upon  appeal  to  yoar  office, 
it  was,  it  seems,  held  that  two  contests  against  the  State's  selection 
could  not  be  entertained  at  the  same  time,  and  Johnston's  application 
was,  by  letter  of  October  19, 1886,  returned  to  the  local  office  with  direc- 
tions that  it  be  received  and  placed  on  file  but  that  no  action  be  taken 
thereon  until  after  the  final  disposition  of  Fagan's  case  then  pending. 
Johnston  filed  with  his  appeal  a  motion  to  dismiss  Fagan's  application 
to  enter  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  no  tender  of  fees  and  com- 
missions, but  that  motion  was,  by  your  office,  denied.  In  your  letter  of 
October  25, 1886,  it  was  said 

Said  lands  are  designated  by  the  marking  on  the  plat  of  U.  S.  snrvey  as  swamp 
lands,  but  from  a  careful  examination  of  the  field  notes  of  U.  S.  soryey;  on£le  in  this 
office,  I  am  of  the  opinion,  that  such  designation  is  not  warranted  by  the  fkots  asset 
forth  in  said  notes  of  survey, 

the  claim  of  the  State  was  held  for  rejection,  and  Fagan's  application 
was  returned  to  the  local  office  with  instructions  that  he  be  allowed  to 
complete  his  entry  if  the  final  decision  in  the  ease  should  result  in  clear- 
ing the  record  of  the  State's  claim.  The  State  appealed  from  the  de- 
cision holding  its  selection  for  cancellation. 
While  this  appeal  was  pending,  the  State,  on  February  1, 1888,  filed 
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a  reUnqmshment  of  all  claim  to  said  land^  which  having  been  forwarded 
to  this  Depairtment,  it  was  held  that  no  action  here  was  necessary  a^d 
the  papers  in  the  case  were  returned  to  your  office  where  the  selection 
was  formally  cancelled  March  31, 1888.  On  April  2, 1888,  the  local  of- 
ficers notified  Fagan  of  the  cancellation  of  the  State's  selection,  and  al- 
lowed him  thirty  days  within  which  to  complete  his  entry  for  said  land. 
On  April  3,  one  N.  B.  Thayer  appeared  at  the  local  office  and  presented 
an  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  land,  which  was  marked 
fUed,  no  further  action  being  then  taken  in  relation  thereto. 

On  May  1, 1888,  Bichmond  D.  Mallet  presented  his  application  to 
make  homestead  entry  for  said  land,  which  was  rejected  by  the  local 
officers  for  the  reason  that  the  time  allowed  Fagan  within  which  to  per- 
fect his  entry  had  not  yet  expired.  On  May  2,  K.  B.  Thayer  presented 
an  application  dated  that  day,  to  make  homestead  entry  for  said  land, 
and  filed  therewith  Fagan's  relinquishment  of  his  preference  right  of 
entry.  Thereupon,  the  register  made  the  usual  certificate  as  to  said 
application  and  also  made  a  certificate  as  to  Thayer's  application  filed 
April  3,  and  said  Thayer  was  allowed  to  make  entry  for  the  land.  On 
May  3,  Mallet  presented  another  application  to  make  homestead  entry 
for  said  land,  which  was  rejected  because  of  Thayer's  entry. 

On  May  4,  James  S.  Johnston  appeared  by  his  attorney  and  asked  to 
be  allow^ed  to  make  entry  under  his  application  filed  August  30, 1886, 
which  request  was  denied  because  of  Thayer's  entry.  On  May  25, 1888, 
Mallet  filed  appeals  from  the  two  decisions  of  the  local  officers  reject- 
ing his  respective  applications.  After  considering  said  appeals,  you, 
on  October  13,  1888,  decided  that  Thayer's  application  filed  April  3, 
had  precedence  over  any  other  application  except  that  of  Fagan,  who  ■ 
was,  under  your  office  letter  of  October  13,  1886,  entitled  to  notice  of = 
the  cancellation  of  the  Stat-e's  claim  and  ft  reasonable  time  within  which 
to  perfect  his  entry  and  the  decision  of  the  locaV officers  i^ej'ecting  Mal- 
leus application  was- affirmed.  On  iNTovember  2, 1888,  Thayer  filed  in 
the  local  office  a  relinquishment  of  his  entry,  and  the  same  was  that  - 
day  canceled  on  the  records  of  the  local  office.  On  November  6, 1888, 
K".  B.  Thayer  as  attorney  in  fact  for  one  Elizabeth  Yates  appeared  at 
the  local  office  and  made  soldiers'  additional  homestead  entry  for  the 
E.  ^  of  the  SW.  4  of  said  section.  On  the  same  day,  said  Thayer  as 
attorney  in  fact  for  Bhoda  A.  Taylor  made  soldiers'  additional  home- 
stead entry  for  the  N.  i  of  the  SE.  i  of  said  section. 

On  November  8,  the  attorneys  for  Johnston  filed  in  your  office  a  mo- 
tion for  review  of  the  decision  of  October  13, 1888,  upon  the  grounds 
that  the  facts  in  the  case  were  not  all  before  you  at  the  date  of  that 
decision.  It  was  alleged  that  the  attorney  for  Johnston,  on  May  13, 
1888,  filed  in  the  local  office  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  May  4,  re- 
jecting his  application,  and  was  advised  that  such  appeal  would  be 
forwarded  to  your  office  with  the  other  papers  in  the  case,  and  supposed 
this  had  been  done  until  the  rendition  of  the  decision  of  October  13, 
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led  to  the  discoverer  that  said  appeal  could  not  be  fonnd  either  in  your 
office  or  the  local  office,  and  that  thereupon  they  filed  a  duly  verified 
copy  of  such  appeal,  and  it  was  asked  that  yon  reconsider  the  case  in 
the  light  of  the  facts  presented  by  said  appeal.  The  attorney  for 
Thayer  moved  to  dismiss  said  motion  for  reconsideration.  The  verified 
copy  of  Johnston's  appeal  was  subsequently  forwarded  by  the  local 
officers. 

Mallet  also  filed  a  motion  for  review  of  your  decision  and  afterwards 
filed  what  is  termed  a  <^  supplemental  motion  for  review,"  setting  np 
the  fact  of  Thayer's  relinquishment  and  the  cancellation  of  his  entry 
thereon.  Mallet  filed  also  a  motion  to  dismiss  Johnston's  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers  because  not  filed  in  time  and  becanse 
there  was  no  sufficient  proof  that  any  appeal  had  been  filed  such  as 
would  justify  the  filing  of  a  certified  copy. 

On  March  11, 1889,  with  all  these  facts  pres^ited,  yon  decided  that 
while  the  reasons  given  in  the  decision  of  October  13, 1888,  were 
not  all  tenable  there  appears  to  be  no  good  cause  for  revoking  that 
decision ;  that  the  facts  presented  did  not  sustain  the  allegation  that 
an  appeal  in  behalf  of  Johnston  had  been  filed  in  the  local  office  on 
May  18, 1888,  stating,  however,  that  if  such  an  appeal  had  been  flled^ 
the  judgment  of  the  local  officers  would  have  to  be  affirmed,  and  de- 
clared the  land  involved  vacant  public  land  subject  to  entry  by  the 
first  legal  applicant. 

From  that  decision,  Johnston  and  Mallet  each  took  an  appeal,  to  each 
of  which  the  attorneys  for  Taylor  and  Tates  filed  a  reply. 

From  this  statement  it  is  clear  that  Thayer  is  no  longer  in  the  case, 
and  that  his  claims  need  not  be  considered.  When  he  filed  a  relin- 
quishment of  his  entry,  he  abandoned  all  claim  to  this  land  and  with- 
drew from  the  case.  The  entries  of  Yates  and  Taylor  were  made  while 
a  case  involving  the  land  was  pending  in  your  office  on  appeal,  and 
were  therefore  improperly  allowed.  Whatever  claims  these  parties 
may  have  are  subject  to  tiiose  of  Mallet  and  Johnston,  and  these  latter 
will  be  first  disposed  of. 

Mallet  has  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  Johnston's  appeal  becanse  it  was 
taken  from  a  decision  rendered  on  nH>tion  for  review  and  was  not  taken 
within  sixty  days  from  the  original  decision  excluding  the  time  the  mo- 
tion for  review  was  pending.  The  rules  require  appeals  from  the  Com- 
missioner's decision  to  be  filed  within  sixty  days  "  from  the  date  of  the 
service  of  notice  of  such  decision.''  There  is  nothing  to  show  that 
Johnston  was  ever  served  with  notice  of  the  original  decision  of  Octo- 
ber 13, 1888,  and  since  his  claims  were  not  then  considered,  it  is  the 
presumption  that  no  notice  was  given  him.  The  appeal  was  filed  within 
the  time  allowed  after  the  decision  of  March  11, 1889,  wherein  John- 
ston's claims  were  for  the  first  time  considered  and  passed  upon  in  your 
office.    The  motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal  is  overruled. 

Mallet  filed  in  your  office  a  motion  to  dismiss  Johnston's  appeal  from 
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the  dedsion  of  the  local  officers  rejecting  his  application  to  enter,  for 
&e  reason  that  it  was  not  filed  in  time,  and  no  notice  thereof  was 
served  on  Mallet.  If  an  appeal  was  filed  as  claimed  by  Johnston's 
attorney,  it  was  within  time,  but  it  is  insisted  that  the  records  of  the 
local  office  must  be  taken  as  showing  the  facts,  and  must  control.  In 
your  office,  the  appeal  was  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that  the  state- 
ment of  Johnston's  attorney  was  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  state- 
ment of  the  local  officers  and  the  record  of  their  office.  The  statement 
of  Mr.  Boggs,  Johnston's  attorney,  is  direct  and  positive,  being  as 
follows: 

On  the  18th  of  May,  1888,  this  deponent,  as  the  attorney  for  Jamee  S.  Johnston, 
filed  in  the  U.  S.  Land  Office  at  Dnlnth,  Minn.,  a  notice  of  appeal  from  said  rejec- 
tion, accompanied  by  specifications  of  error,  statement  of  case  and  argument;  that 
said  notice  of  appeal  and  other  papers  attached  this  deponent,  on  said  18th  day  of 
May,  1888,  filed  with  the  register  of  the  U.  S.  Land  Office  at  Daluth,  Minn,  for 
transmission  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

The  register  in  his  letter  of  January  10,1889,  transmitting  the  sub- 
stituted papers  says:  ''We  have  no  knowledge  nor  do  our  records  dis- 
close the  filing  of  any  appeal  from  the  rejection  prior  to  the  one  now 
transmitted." 

In  his  letter  of  January  14, 1889,  the  register  says  that  Mr.  Boggs 
requested  them  to  forward  the  copy  of  said  appeal  with  a  statement 
confirming  his  affidavit,  and  continues: 

This  did  not  accord  with  onr  recollection  of  the  case  or  the  actnal  facts  as  shown 
by  the  retention  in  our  files  of  the  original  application  of  Johnston  with  our  order 
of  rejection  thereon — ^nor  have  we  been  able  since  to  recall  the  fact  as  claimed  by 
Mr.  B.  of  the  filing  of  the  original  appeal. 

This  is  all  I  find  in  the  record  touching  upon  the  filing  of  said  appeaL 
Johnston  is  not  attempting  to  refute  or  contradict  any  express  state- 
ment made  by  the  record,  or  to  deny  any  fact  affirmatively  appearing 
therein,  but  is  attempting  to  have  the  record  completed  by  supplying 
a  paper  once,  as  he  claims,  a  part  of  the  record.  The  showing  made 
by  him  certainly  makes  out  b,  prima  facie  case  in  his  behalf,  but  before 
final  action  shall  be  taken  thereon,  the  other  parties  interested  will  be 
afforded  an  opportunity  to  refute  his  claim. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  showing  that  notice  of  Johnston's 
appeal  was  served  upon  any  one.  Rules  43  to  48  inclusive,  relate  to 
appeals  from  final  decisions  of  the  local  officers  to  the  Commissioner, 
aud  rule  93  requires  a  copy  of  notice  of  appeal,  arguments,  etc.,  to  be 
served  upon  the  opposite  party.  Rules  66  to  69  inclusive,  relate  to  "  ap- 
peals from  decisions  rejecting  applications  to  enter  public  lauds,"  and 
make  no  requirement  as  to  service  of  notice.  Rule  70  as  amended 
October  26, 1885  reads  as  follows: 

Rule  70,  Rules  43  and  48  inclusive,  and  Rule  93  are  not  applicable  to  appeals  from 
decisioiis  rejecting  applications  to  enter  public  lands. 

As  lace  as  March  2, 1889,  this  Department  held  in  the  case  of  Mullen 


662  DECISIONS  REI^ATING  TO   THE  PUBLIC   LANDS. 

V.  Heirs  of  Aylesworth  (not  reported — 95  L.  &  B.  222)  that  it  was  not 
necessary  under  rule  70  to  serve  a  notice  of  an  appeal  from  the  rejection 
of  an  application  to  enter  upon  one  who  had  then  an  entry  of  record  for 
the  same  land. 

In  the  case  of  Horace  H.  Barnes  (11  L.  D.,  621)  a  different  rule  was 
.announced,  it  being  held  without  reference  to  said  rule  70  that  in  such 
cases  notice  of  the  appeal  must  be  given  claimants  of  record.  In  the 
case  now  under  consideration,  neither  Johnston  nor  Mallet  served  notice 
of  his  appeal  from  the  local  ofQcers  upon  any  one,  and  if  one  should  be 
dismissed,  the  other  ought  to  be  treated  in  the  same  way.  Thayer,  the 
only  person  except  these  two,  who  are  equally  delinquent,  who  might 
have  been  heard  to  complain, of  any  failure  to  serve  notice,  has  volun- 
tarily withdrawn  from  the  controversy.  In  view  of  this  fact  and  the 
further  fact  that  it  was  apparently  not  tiie  practice  to  require  that  notice 
should  be  served  in  such  caaes,  a  practice  sanctioned  by  this  Depart- 
ment as  late  as  a  year  after  the  transaction  in  question,  and  of  the  ruling 
in  the  case  of  Hiram  Brown  et  ah  (13  L.  D.,  392)  I  am  not  inclined  to 
consider  this  point  as  well  taken,  but  will  consider  the  claims  of  these 
parties  on  the  merits. 

In  your  decision  of  March  11, 1889,  it  is  held  that  there  was  at  the 
time  of  Fagan's  and  Johnston's  respective  applications  no  authority  for 
contesting  swamp  land  selections,  and  that  so  far  as  your  office,.  ^<  in  its 
decisions  of  October  19,  and  25, 1886,  attempted  to  award  a  preference 
right  to  Fagan  or  to  recognize  the  right  to  receive  applications  to  enter 
pending  the  State  selection  its  decisions  were  clearly  unsustained  either 
by  the  law  of  or  regulations  in  force  at  that  time,"  and  that  at  the  date 
of  the  cancellation  of  the  State  selection,  March  31, 1888,  ^Hhis  land  was 
vacant  public  land  subject  to  entry  by  t^e  first  legal  applicant."  I  can 
not  concur  in  this  holding. 

In  the  case  of  Eingsdorf  v.  State  of  Iowa,  decided  April  22, 1886  (4 
L.  D.,  497)  it  was  said  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  "  whether  or  not 
it  was  competent  for  Eingsdorf  to  institute  a  contest,"  but  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  he  had  called  the  attention  of  the  government  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  land,  had  paid  the  expenses  of  the  contest,  and  had  an  appli- 
cation on  file,  such  application  was  considered.  Eingsdorf  s  position  in 
that  case  was  very  similar  to  Fagan's  in  this. 

On  August  7, 1886,  before  the  applications  of  Fagan  and  of  Johnson 
were  filed,  the  right  of  settlers  to  contest  a  State's  claim  to  a'tract  of 
land  as  swamp  land  was,  in  the  case  of  State  of  Oregon  (5  L.  D.,  31), 
distinctly  recognized.  In  the  decision  in  that  case,  after  directing  that 
the  investigation  as  to  the  character  of  lands  claimed  under  the  swamp 
land  grant  be  proceeded  with  as  rapidly  as  possible  with  a  view  to 
approval  aDd  certification,  it  was  said: 

But  if  before  such  approval  and  certification  any  person  flies  a  contest  under  ex- 
isting regulations  of  the  Department,  you  will  order  a  hearing  to  determine  the 
character  of  any  legal  subdivision  upon  which  such  contest  is  filed. 
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Tour  action  awarding  Eagan  a  preference  right  of  entry  was,  under 
the  circumstances,  authorized. 

An  application  to  enter,  made  during  the  period  accorded  Fagan  for 
the  exercise  of  his  preference  right  of  entry,  might  have  been  allowed 
subject  to  his  right  if  such  action  would  have  prejudiced  no  other  rights, 
Henry  Ganger  (10  L.  D,,  221). 

Johnston  had  on  file  an  application  to  make  homestead  entry  which 
had,  by  the  express  directions  of  your  office,  been  lield  to  await  the 
final  disposition  of  Fagan's  case,  and  he  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  that 
action.  Under  these  circumstances,  his  application  ought  to  have  been 
acted  upon  before  any  other  disposition  was  made  of  the  land  embraced 
therein.  Subsequent  applications,  if  received  at  all,  ought  to  have  been 
held  subject  to  Johnston's  application  as  well  as  to  the  preference  right 
of  Fagan.  Fagan's  case  was  disposed  of  and  a  subsequent  application 
to  enter  was  allowed,  and  Johnston  was  not  given  any  notice  of  the 
action  taken,  but  his  attorney,  on  the  same  day  he  learned  incidentally 
of  the  action  had  therein,  called  up  Johnston's  application  to  enter,  and 
caused  it  to  be  considered.  This  application  of  Johnston  being  on  file 
and  protected  by  the  instructions  of  your  office  at  the  time  Mallet  pre- 
sented his  application,  it  must  be  held  subject  to  such  prior  application, 
provided  the  prior  applicant  promptly  prosecuted  his  claim.  As  here- 
inbefore stated,  Johnston  has  made  out  a  prima  facie  case. 

A  hearing  seems  necessary  in  this  case  to  the  end  that  the  officers  ot 
the  government  may  be  put  in  possession  of  such  fact  as  will  make  it 
I)ossible  to  properly  adjudicate  the  several  claims  of  these  various  par- 
ties, and  you  will  therefore  cause  such  a  hearing  to  be  had,  after  due 
notice  to  all  interested  parties.  At  this  hearing  the  question  as  to 
whether  Johnston  presented  an  appeal,  as  claimed,  will  be  investigated, 
and  testimony  may  be  submitted  for  and  against  each  of  the  claims 
made  to  said  land  or  touching  upon  the  good  or  bad  faith  of  the  respec- 
tive claimants.  This  investigation  will  be  made  as  broad  and  searching 
as  possible,  and  to  the  end  that  the  interests  of  the  government  maybe 
properly  protected,  it  may  be  well  to  direct  one  of  the  special  agents  of 
your  office  to  be  present  and  take  part  therein.  Upon  receipt  of  snch 
evidence  as  may  be  presented  under  this  order,  with  the  report  of  the 
local  officers  thereon,  you  will  re-adjudicate  the  case.  The  entries  of 
Yates  and  Taylor  are  hereby  suspended  awaiting  a  final  judgment  in 

the  case. 

The  decisions  of  your  office  are  modified  to  accord  with  the  views 
hetrein  expressed. 
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RATLBOAD  GBAirT— AIjISN— 8BT1XEMBNT  diAIM. 

HBBBON  V.  KOBTHEBN  PAOIFIO  B.  B.  GO. 

An  alien  can  not  aeqcdre  any  right  by  his  settlement  npon  public  lands  prior  to  the 
filing  of  his  declariAioa  of  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  and  his  snbseqiient 
qualification  will  not  relate  back  so  as  to  defeat  an  intenrening  right. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  OammisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  21j 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Wm.  Herron  v.  BTorthem  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company,  involving  the  BTW.  J,  Sec.  17,  T.  3  8.,  E.  6  E.,  Bozeman 
land  district,  Montana,  on  appeal  by  Herron  from  your  decision  of 
April  28, 1891,  sustaining  the  action  of  the  local  officers  in  rejecting  his 
homestead  application  for  said  tract. 

The  land  involved  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  for 
said  company  as  shown  by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed  July  6, 
1882,  and  is  also  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  upon  the  map  of 
general  route  filed  February  21, 1872. 

At  the  last  mentioned  date  this  tract  was  embraced  in  an  unexpired 
pre-emption  filing  by  one  George  H.  Town,  which  served  to  except  the 
land  from  the  withdrawal  on  general  route.  Northern  Pacific  R.  E.  Co. 
t?.  Stovenour  (10  L.  D.,  645). 

At  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road,  July  6, 1882,  this  land 
was  in  the  possession  of  Herron,  the  present  claimant,  who  althongh 
not  then  residing  upon  the  land,  had  valuable  improvements  thereon. 

It  appears,  however,  that  at  that  date  Herron  was  not  qualified  to 
make  entry  of  lands  under  the  homestead  law,  for  the  reason  that  he 
had  not  declared  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

He  alleges  that  he  was  always  under  the  impression  that,  by  the 
naturalization  of  his  father  he  became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
but  at  that  date  he  was  over  the  age  of  twenty  one,  and  learning  that 
he  was  not  benefited  by  his  father's  naturalization  he,  himself,  took  out 
naturalization  papers  January  8, 1891. 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle  that  an  alien  can  not  acquire  any  right 
by  his  settlement  upon  public  lands  prior  to  the  filing  of  his  declaration 
of  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  and  his  subsequent  qualification  will 
not  relate  back  so  as  to  defeat  an  intervening  right.  Titamore  t?. 
Southern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.  (10  L.  D.,  463),  and  cases  therein  cited. 

I  can  therefore  see  no  error  in  your  decision,  holding  that  the  settle- 
ment by  Herron  was  no  bar  to  the  attachment  of  rights  under  the 
grant|  and  the  same  is  accordingly  affirmed. 
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PBIVATB  CLAIM--S1CCTION  T,  ACT  OF  JULY  Sd,  ISeO* 
OABPENTIBB  V.  Mahew  ET  AL. 

Hie  paTohaser  of  a  priyate  claim  of  quantity  within  largei  outbonndaries  who  con- 
trols tho  sabseqitent  location  of  the  grant  aa  confirmed  is  not  entitled  under  sec- 
tion 1,  act  of  July  23, 1866,  to  purchase  lands  excluded  from  said  grant  oif  final 
survey. 

Secretary  Koble  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  June  22 ^ 

1892. 

I  have  examined  the  reeord  in  the  case  of  H.  W.  Carpentier  v.  Chris- 
topher Mahew  and  nineteen  others,  which  is  here  on  appeal  of  several 
defendants  from  yonr  decision  of  December  26, 1890,  holding  that  the 
said  Carpentier  has  the  right  to  purchase  lots  8, 10,  and  11,  and  parts 
of  lots  6,  7,  and  9,  and  part  of  the  E.  ^  SE.  ^  Sec.  4,  and  lots  1,  2,  3, 4, 
and  6,  and  part  of  the  NE.  J  of  the  NB.  J  Sec.  9,  aad  part  of  the  WW. 
\  and  part  of  lots  1  and  2  Sec.  10,  and  part  of  the  NW.  ^  Sec.  15,  and 
part  of  lot  1,  and  parts  of  the  E.  J  and  the  S  W.  J  ITE.  J  Sec  Id— all 
in  T.  1  S.,  B.  2  W.,  M.  D.  M.,  San  Francisco,  California,  nnder  the  act 
of  July  23, 1866  (14  Stat.,  218),  the  7th  section  of  which  provides: 

That  where  persons  in  good  faith,  and  for  a  yalnable  consideration,  have  pur- 
chased lands  of  Mexican  grantees  or  assigns,  which  grants  have  subsequently  been 
rejected,  or  where  the  lands  so  purchased  have  been  excluded  firom  the  final  survey 
of  any  Mexican  grant,  and  have  used,  improved,  and  continued  in  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  same  as  according  to  the  lines  of  their  original  purchase,  and  where  no 
valid  adverse  right  or  title  (except  of  the  United  States)  exists,  such  purchasers  may 
purchase  the  same,  after  having  such  lands  surveyed  under  existing  laws,  at  the 
minimum  price  established  by  law,  upon  first  making  proof  of  the  facts  as  required 
in  this  section,  under  regulation  to  be  provided  by  the  CommiBsioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office. 

Carpentier's  claim  is  based  npon  his  purchase  from  the  heirs  of  Joa- 
quin Moraga  and  Juan  Bemal,  original  grantees  under  the  Mexican 
grant  in  which  the  land  is  described  as  follows: 

The  place  known  by  the  name  of  the  Laguna  de  los  Palos  Colorados,  bounded  at 
the  north  by  the  arroyo  de  San  Pablo,  which  lies  contiguous  to  the  Corral  Antigno; 
at  the  south  by  the  establishment  of  Sun  Jose;  at  the  west  by  the  Sierra  (mountain 
range)  up  to  the  top,  and  at  the  east  by  the  Cuchilla  de  las  Trampas, 

with  the  condition  that — 

the  tract  of  land  of  which  mention  is  made  is  of  three  sitios  de  granada  mayor  (three 
leagues),  a  little  more  or  less,  as  explained  by  the  sketch,  which  runs  with  the  ex- 
pediente.  The  judge  giving  the  possession  shall  cause  it  to  be  measured  according 
to  ordinance,  the  surplus  thereof  to  be  left  to  the  proper  use  of  the  nation. 

This  grant  was  confirmed  by  the  board  of  land  commissioners  for  set- 
tling private  land  claims  in  California,  to  Joaquin  Moraga  and  the 
widow  and  heirs  of  Juan  Bernal,  by  decree  of  January  23, 1855,  which 
was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  United  States  district  court  for  the  north- 
em  district  of  California,  March  24, 1856. 
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The  heirs  and  representatiyes  of  Moraga  and  Bemal,  deceased,  were 
substituted  by  decree  of  October  20, 1862. 

It  appears  that  juridical  possession  was  not  given  to  the  grantees, 
but,  in  the  confirmation  by  the  board  of  land  commissioners  and  the 
several  decrees  of  the  United  States  courts,  the  exterior  boundaries  of 
the  grant  were  in  aU  cases  described,  substantiaUy,  as  above  set  forth* 

The  grant  was  one  of  quantity — to  wit:  three  square  leagues  (Mexi- 
can) within  the  above  described  exterior  boundaries.  These  boundaries 
were  surveyed  by  U.  S.  Deputy  Surveyor  H.  A.  Higley,  in  1855,  and 
embraced  more  tiian  20,000  acres,  or  about  four  and  a  half  Mexican 
leagues.  This  survey  has  been  accepted  by  the  CTnited  States,  as  ^^cor- 
rectly representing  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  rancho  Laguna  de 
los  Palos  Oolorados,"  or  Moraga  grant.  (See  Perkins  v,  Oentral  Pacific 
B.  E.  Co.,  5  L.  D.,  155,  and  cases  there  cited.) 

A  plat  of  this  survey  is  filed  with  the  record,  and  shows  the  eastern, 
exterior  boundary  along  the  disputed  territory  to  be  at  the  top  of  the 
^^Ouchilla  de  las  Trampas,"  the  name  given  to  a  ridge  of  mountains  or 
hills. 

By  the  Boardman  survey,  which  was  for  the  segregation  of  the  three 
leagues,  and  which  was  made  in  1875  under  a  decree  of  the  XJnited 
States  district  court  for  the  northern  district  of  California,  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  said  three  leagues  was  established  at  or  near  the  foot 
of  the  ^^GuchiUa  de  Las  Trampas,"  about  a  half  mile  west  from  the 
exterior  boundary  line  as  surveyed  by  Higley. 

The  tract  in  dispute  lies  between  these  two  lines,  and  contains  about 
four  hundred  and  fifty-seven  acres. 

The  Boardman  survey  was  approved  by  Commissioner  Williamson, 
April  17, 1878,  and  on  appeal  his  judgment  was  affirmed  by  Secretary 
Schurz,  August  9, 1878  (see  Land  Office  Report  for  1879,  pages  189  and 
197). 

This  is  the  only  approved  official  survey  of  the  grant  in  quantity 
shown  by  the  records  of  this  Department,  although,  on  the  18th  day 
of  May,  1858,  the  surveyor-general  of  California,  issued  instructions  to 
John  La  Croze  for  a  survey  of  the  claim.  It  appears  that  if  this  survey 
was  made,  it  was  never  approved  by  the  surveyor-general,  but,  in  Sep- 
tember 1860  La  Croze  made  a  survey,  which  was  approved  by  the 
surveyor  general,  November  19,  of  the  same  year. 

The  survey  having  been  excepted  to  by  some  of  the  claimants  for  an 
undivided  interest  in  the  grant,  the  plat  of  the  sm-vey  was,  on  Decem- 
ber 3, 1860,  on  petition  of  said  claimants,  ordered  into  the  district  court 
for  the  northern  district  of  California,  for  investigation  and  adjudication. 

The  objections  made  to  the  La  Croze  survey  were: 

Ist.  That  it  does  not  embrace  aU  the  land  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the 
grant,  and 

2d.  That  if  this  be  disallowed,  the  three  leagnes  granted  should  be  located  within 
the  exterior  limits  at  the  election  of  the  grantees,  or  those  entitled  to  represent 
thenu 
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(See  Land  Office  Beport  for  1879,  near  bottom  of  page  190.) 
.    In  this  conrt  proceeding  the  owners  of  the  Sobrante  lands  and  the 
Moraga  claimants  were  represented  by  H.  W.  Oarpentier,  applicant 
herein. 

By  decree  of  said  court,  of  date  July  29, 1874,  this  survey  was  dis- 
approved and  rejected,  and  a  new  survey  ordered.  This  decree,  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  United  States  circuit  court,  December  4,  1874, 
directed  the  new  survey  to  be  made  '^  in  a  compact  form  and  in  an  entire 
tract,  so  as  to  contain  three  square  leagues  of  land  and  no  more,  the 
location  thereof  to  he  selected  by  the  claimo/nts  within  the  following  ex- 
terior boundaries  of  the  grant  heretofore  confirmed  to  the  claimants 
herein.  Then  follows  a  description  of  the  exterior  boundaries  within 
which  the  three  leagues  were  to  be  selected,  which  are  substantially 
the  same  as  those  established  by  the  Higley  survey,  the  eastern  limit 
being  identical— viz :  the  "  Guchdlla  de  las  GBrampas.^ 

It  was  in  pursuance  of  this  decree  that  the  Boardman  survey  was 
made,  which,  after  several  hearings  on  objections  filed  by  the  United 
States,  the  Central  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  and  several  settlers, 
was  finally  approved  by  this  Department,  August  9, 1878,  as  before 
mentioned. 

Patent'was  issued  August  10, 1878,  and  transmitted  to  E.  B.  Gar- 
pentier,  attorney  for  claimants,  October  5, 1878,  and  recorded  at  the 
request  of  H.  W.  Garpentier,  in  Gontra  Oosta  county,  Galifornia,  Decem- 
ber 18, 1886. 

On  the  22d  day  of  February,  1884,  Horace  W.  Garpentier  subscribed 
to  an  affidavit,  stating : 

That  WiUiam  Gary  Jones,  E.  A.  Lawrence,  and  Charles  B.  Strode,  in  good  faith  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  on  the  7th  day  of  March,  1S55,  purchased  from  the 
Mexican  grantees  and  confirmees  of  the  Rancho  Lagnna  de  los  Palos  Colorados,  as  a 
part  of  said  rancho,  the  tract  of  land  above  described  (it  being  the  land  in  dispute)^ 
which  parcel  was  within  the  exterior  limits  of  the  tract  or  rancho  as  granted.  He 
further  avers  that  himself  and  grantors,  from  a  date  long  anterior  to  the  act  of  July 
23,  1866  (U.  S.  Stat.,  Vol.  14,  page  218),  have  continuously  used  and  improved  and 
been  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  aforesaid  tract  of  land,  according  to  the  lines  of 
his  and  their  original  purchase,  and  is  now  in  actual  use  and  possession,  having  the 
same  enclosed  with  a  substantial  fence  and  valuable  and  permanent  improvements 
thereon,  and  the  land  under  cultivation,  and  that  there  was  a  right  to  purchase  ex- 
isting in  the  assignees  of  the  Mexican  grantors  at  the  date  of  and  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  said  act  of  Congress,  and  that  no  valid  adverse  right  or  title  (ex- 
cept in  the  United  States)  existed  to  any  part  thereof,  and  that  said  lands  do  not 
contain  mines  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper,  which  right  has  by  diverse  means 
conveyances  vested  in  applicant;  and  applicant  further  avers  that  the  portion  of 

said  lands  so  purchased has  been  excluded  from  the  final  survey  of 

said  rancho  and  from  the  patent  thereof. 

This  application  was  filed  in  the  local  office,  San  Francisco,  Califor- 
nia, March  5, 1884.  Kotice  was  issued  October  14, 1885,  and  served 
upon  all  the  parties  interested,  summoning  them  to  appear  on  December 
7, 1885,  to  defend  against  said  application.    Numerous  continuances, 
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motions,  and  stipulations  were  filed,  and  the  hearing  was  finally  closed 
March  16, 1888,  and  on  IToyember  22, 1888,  the  local  officers  denied  the 
application  of  Garpentier,  on  the  ground  that  he  ^'  fails  to  show  t&at  he 
used,  improved,  and  cultivated  (and  was)  in  the  actual  possession  ef 
the  land  here  claimed  according  to  the  lines  of  his  purchase  on  the  23d 
day  of  July,  1866,  the  date  of  the  act  quoted.'^ 

TJpon  appeal  yon  reversed  the  action  of  the  local  officers,  and  allowed 
the  application  to  purchase. 

Although  in  his  application  Garpentier  bases  his  claim  on  his  pur- 
chase from  Strode,  Lawrence,  and  Jones,  yet,  at  the  hearing,  he  intro- 
duced a  voluminous  mass  of  documentary  evidence,  principally  certified 
copies  of  deeds  conveying  to  him  the  interests  of  diiferent  heirs  and  as- 
signs of  the  original  Mexican  grantees.  Among  these  are  a  deed  from 
Juan  Bemal,  of  date  May  14, 1859,  conveying  <<  all  his  right,  title,  and 
interest"  in  said  grant  (said  to  be  one-sixteenth);  deed  from  Cipriano 
Thum,  grantee  of  Nicholas  Bemal,  of  date  July  8, 1861,  conveying  to 
Garpentier  a  sixteenth  interest  in  the  same;  also  a  sheriff's  sale,  undtMr 
a  judgment  of  foreclosure,  in  the  case  of  John  B.  Watson  against  Oauda- 
lupe  Bernal  et  al.    This  deed  was  executed  April  16, 1860. 

As  it  was  on  this  proceeding  that  Garpentier  claims  to  have  suc- 
ceeded to  the  rights  of  Lawrence,  Strode,  and  Jones,  the  proceedings 
will  be  briefly  noted  herein. 

The  suit  is  based  upon  a  promissory  note,  executed  by  Gaudalnpe 
Bernal  to  one  John  Gurry  for  $600,  bearing  date  May  7, 1855,  due  sixty 
days  after  date,  with  three  ym  cent  per  month  interest  after  maturity. 
This  note  not  having  been  paid  on  May  13, 1856,  Gaudalupe  and  Nich- 
olas Bernal  executed  their  joint  and  several  notes  to  Gurry  for  $780. 
Both  these  notes  were  secured  by  mortgage — ^the  first  conveying  "  all 
and  singular  the  right,  title,  interest,  and  estate  "of  Gaudalupe  Bernal 
in  said  grant,  and  the  second  (which  was  stipulated  to  be  an  additional 
security  for  the  payment  of  both  notes)  conveying  "  all  and  singular 
whatsoever  right,  title,  interest,  or  estate  said  Gaudalupe  and  the  said 
Nicholas  (Bernal)  had  or  held  in  the  said  grant." 

These  notes  remaining  unpaid  were  on  the  9th  day  of  September, 
1858,  endorsed  and  delivered  to  Horace  W.  Garpentier,  applicant  herein, 
and  were  afterwards  by  said  Garpentier  endorsed  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintift*,  John  B.  Watson. 

All  parties  claiming  or  supposed  to  claim  an  interest  through  said 
Bernals  were  impleaded  in  the  case,  and  certain  of  them,  including 
Lawrence,  filed  a  joint  answer  therein,  alleging  conveyances  to  them 
from  Gaudalupe  Bernal  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  said  mortgages  to 
Gurry,  upon  which  the  suit  was  based.  Horace  W.  Garpentier  apx>ears 
of  record  as  attorney  for  Watson  in  said  suit. 

In  the  answer  of  Lawrence  et  al.,  it  is  alleged,  inter  alia — 

that  there  hae  not  as  yet  beeu  any  official  survey  of  the  rancho  made  or  approTed  by 
the  United  States  sarreyor-general and  that  the  east  and  west  lines  of  said 
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rancbo  have  therefore  not  been  located  or  defined,  and  can  not  be  so  defined  with 
certainty,  and  until  such  o£Bcial  survey  the  rights  of  said  plaintiff  and  these  defend- 
ants  can  not  be  a^udicated  or  determined. 

The  court  found  that  the  deeds  set  forth  lu  the  answer  of  Lawrence 
and  others,  and  under  which  they  claimed,  were  subsequent  to  the 
Curry  mortgages,  and  that  none  of  the  defendants  impleaded  with  the 
said  Gaudalupe  Bemal  and  Nicholas  Bemal  had  any  right  or  encum- 
brance upon  the  said  premises,  except  such  as  was  acquired  subse- 
quent to  the  lien  of  the  said  mortgages,  and  decreed  a  sale  of  the  in- 
terest of  said  Gaudalupe  Bemal  to  satisfy  the  debt,  and,  if  that  was 
insufBcient,  that  the  interest  of  said  Mcholas  Bemal  be  also  sold. 
Under  this  decree  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  said  Gauda- 
lupe Bemal  in  the  said  grant  were  sold  to  one  Herman  Wohler,  the 
highest  and  best  bidder,  on  the  3d  of  September^  1859,  and  a  certificate 
of  sale  was  issued  to  him  by  James  G.  Hunsaker,  sheriff.  The  sheriff's 
deed  was  made  to  Horace  W.  Garpentier,  April  16,  1860,  and  re- 
cited that  Wohler,  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  had  '<  sold  and  conveyed 
all  his  interest  in  said  certificate  of  sale"  to  the  said  Garpentier.  A 
copy  of  the  deed  or  bill  of  sale  of  said  certificate  also  accompanies  the 
record. 

All  the  foregoing  evidences  of  title  were  vested  in  Garpentier  prior 
to  the  act  of  July  23, 1866.  Subsequent  to  that  date,  through  numer- 
ous conveyances  and  sales  in  courts,  he  procured  the  interests  of  other 
heirs,  and  in  1878,  date  of  approval  of  the  Boarman  survey,  he  had 
procured  the  interests  of  all,  or  nearly  all,  the  heirs,  devisees,  and  as- 
signs of  the  original  Mexican  grantees  and  the  United  States  confirm- 
ees. Through  the  title  so  acquired,  and  his  aUeged  po^esaion  and 
occupancy  thereunder,  he  claims  the  right  to  purchase  under  the  7th 
section  of  the  act  heretofore  cited. 

The  plat  of  the  township  embracing  the  land  in  controversy  was  first 
filed  in  the  district  land  office,  July  30, 1878.  It  was  withdrawn  the 
following  October,  and  restored  February  24, 1882;  again  withdrawn 
March  9, 1882,  and  finally  restored  April  16, 1883. 

Those  claiming  adversely  to  Garpentier  are  as  follows: 

July  30, 1878,  Christopher  Mahew  made  soldier's  additional  home- 
stead entry  for  the  SW.  i  and  a  portion  of  lot  6,  Sec  4. 

March  8, 1886,  John  Glasson  made  homestead  entry  for  S.  i  Si  lot  7, 
and  all  of  lot  8,  Sec.  4. 

February  8, 1886,  James  Tippett  made  homestead  entry  fi)r  lots  10 
and  11,  and  the  B.  i  of  SB.  J,  Sec.  4. 

April  17, 1882,  John  Tippett  offered  his  declaratory  statement  for 
lots  6  and  7,  Sec.  4,  which  was  referred  to  your  office  April  30, 1882. 

March  20, 1889,  John  Brady  applied  to  make  homestead  entry  for 
lots  1,  2,  and  3,  and  the  NE.  i  of  NE.  J,  Sec.  9,  which  was  forwarded  to 
your  office  on  the  same  day. 

Lieu  State  selection  offered  for  all  of  Sec.  9,  August  10, 1878.  Gen- 
tral  Pacific  Baili*oad  also  claims  said  Sec.  9. 
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Martin  M.  Kelly  made  homestead  entry  Jnne  2, 1883,  for  lots  4  and  5, 
Sec.  9. 

Phillip  Falk  offered  to  make  homestead  entry  for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec. 
10,  April  26, 1883,  and  his  application  was  referred  to  yonr  office  July 
20,  of  the  same  year. 

E.  G.  Falk  applied  to  make  timber-cnltore  entry  for  the  same  tract 
April  16, 1883,  and  his  application  was  referred  to  your  office  July  20, 
1883. 

W.  H.  George  offered  his  declaratory  statement  for  same  tract,  which 
was  forwarded  to  your  office  February  12, 1886. 

H.  G.  Oden  offered  to  make  pre-emption  filing  for  the  same  tract 
April  27, 1883,  which  was  referred  to  your  office  April  30, 1883. 

G.  L.  Perkins  offered  to  make  pre-emption  filing  for  lots  1  and  2,  and 
the  B.  J  of  SW.  J,  Sec.  10,  which  was  referred  to  your  office  May  6, 
1883. 

Garsten  Abrott  filed  his  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the 
irW.  i  of  Sec.  16,  March  7, 1882, 

Joseph  Napthally  and  the  Gentral  Pacific  Bailroad  Gompany  each 
severally  claim  all  of  Sec.  15,  the  nature  and  date  of  their  claims  not 
appearing  in  the  record  before  me. 

Edward  S.  Golbum's  application  to  make  homestead  entry  for  frac- 
tional NE.  J  and  the  NB.  J  of  SE.  J,  Sec.  16,  was  referred  to  your  office 
January  1, 1888. 

Joseph  Jolmson  made  homestead  entry  for  the  E.  ^  of  NE.  ^,  Sec.  16, 
July  3, 1878,  for  which  patent  issued  April  10, 1889. 

John  F.  Eiley  filed  his  declaratory  statement  for  the  NW.  J  of  Sec. 
16  April  7, 1883,  aU  in  T.  1  S.,  E.  2  W. 

The  evidence  of  Garpentier's  use,  improvement,  and  actual  possession 
of  the  tract  in  dispute  consists  of  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  S.  S. 
Kendall  tmd  Walter  Eenwick,  by  which,  I  think,  it  is  fairly  shown  that 
Garpentier  occupied  the  tract  for  grazing  purposes  prior  to  the  act  of 
1866;  that  as  early  as  1861  or  '62,  th^e  was  an  old  fence  on  the  eastern 
side  of  it,  corresponding  nearly  with  the  line  of  the  Higley  survey, 
which  was  repaired  by  Garpentier  about  1870.  He  never  lived  on  the 
land,  and  this  fence  was  the  only  improvement. 

From  this  record  it  is  apparent  that  the  grant  was  one  of  quantity 
(namely,  three  leagues),  within  defined  exterior  limits;  that  by  the  terms 
of  the  grant  this  quantity  was  to  be  measured  by  the  ^<  judge  giving  the 
possession,"  the  ^^  surplus  thereof  to  be  left  to  the  proi>er  use  of  the 
nation.'' 

A  Mexican  league  is  equivalent  to  4,438.68  acres,  making  the  number 
of  acres  granted  13,316.014,  "  a  little  more  or  less." 

A  certified  copy  of  the  plat  of  the  Higley  survey  is  before  me,  filed 
as  an  exhibit  by  the  applicant,  in  which  the  number  of  acres  embraced 
therein  is  shown  to  be  20,464.91,  or  more  than  one  and  a  half  times  the 
amount  conveyed  by  the  grant.  This  survey  was  made  in  April,  1855, 
long  prior  to  the  purchase  of  any  interests  by  Garpentier* 
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.  Whether  the  Higley  sarvey  was  designed  to  segregate  the  three 
leagnes  granted,  or  to  establish  the  exterior  boundaries  within  which 
they  were  to  be  located,  is  in  my  judgment  immaterial  to  the  issue  in 
this  case.  The  plat  showed  upon  its  face  that  the  survey  so  made  em- 
braced more  than  seven  thousand  acres  in  excess  of  the  quantity 
granted,  and  so  must  be  considered  as  imparting  notice  to  all  pur- 
chasers, either  of  the  entire  grant,  or  nudivided  interests  therein,  that 
the  limits  so  established  did  not  correctly  describe  the  quantity  granted 
(three  leagues).  Nor  can  I  find  from  the  record  that  this  survey  was 
ever  so  considered.  On  the  contrary,  I  find  from  the  report  of  your 
office  for  the  year  1879  page  194,  that: 

said  map,  under  stipulations  entered  into  by  the  United  States  attorney  and  the  le-' 
spectiye  intervenors  before  the  court;  was  admitted  and  considered  in  evidence  in 
the  case  and  as  correctly  representing  the  exterior  houndariea  of  the  Rancho  Laguna 
de  loB  Palos  Colorados.  Said  stipulation  was  filed  in  court  October  23,  1862,  and  is 
among  the  papers  constituting  the  record  in  the  case  before  this  office. 

The  ^'  case  before  this  office  "  was  the  case  involving  the  approval  of 
the  Boardman  survey,  and  the  case  in  which  this  stipulation  was  origi- 
nally filed  was  the  investigation  of  the  La  Oroze  survey  in  the  U.  S. 
distrii^t  court  for  the  northern  district  of  Oalifornia,  in  which  H.  W. 
Garpentier,  the  applicant  herein,  represented  his  own  interest  and  those 
of  other  claimants,  and  was  necessarily  a  party  to  the  stipulation.  The 
La  Craze  survey  is  not  before  me,  nor  was  it  ever  approved  by  this  De- 
partment. The  court,  after  an  investigation  lasting  many  years,  rejected 
it,  and  decreed,  in  pursuance  of  the  petition  of  the  claimants  under  the 
original  grant,  that  a  new  sarvey  be  made  of  three  leagues  of  land, 
within  the  exterior  boundaries  as  defined  by  the  Higley  survey,  any- 
where the  claimants  might  select. 

There  is  no  complaint  here  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  ever 
included  in  the  La  Croze  survey,  but  it  is  insisted  that,  because  it  was 
included  within  the  Higley  survey,  and  excluded  by  the  Boardman  sur- 
vey, a  right  to  purchase  accrued  to  Carpentier  by  reason  of  his  occu- 
pancy and  improvement  of  the  land. 

The  Boardman  survey  embraces  13,316.25  acres,  a  iraction  of  an  acre 
more  than  three  leagues  the  amount  called  for  by  the  grant.  By  thia 
survey  he  has  received  the  fall  quantity  granted  by  the  Mexican  gov-, 
emment  and  confirmed  by  the  United  States.  It  is  located  within  the 
exterior  boundaries  of  said  grant,  the  lines  being  run  according  to  his 
selection  and  direction. 

By  this  selection  and  location  many  settlers  and  claimants  under  the 
United  States  have  been  compelled  to  yield  to  his  superior  right.  These 
settlers  appealed  from  the  judgment  of  your  office  approving  the  Board- 
man  survey,  but  Secretary  Schurz  affirmed  the  decision  of  your  office. 
See  B6i>ort,  supra,  last  part  of  page  199. 

After  a  selection  so  made  of  the  quantity  named  in  the  grant,  he  now 
asks  that  he  be  allowed  to  purchase  four  hundred  and  flfby-seven  acres, 
which  he  had  fenced  and  used  for  grazing,  thus  enlarging  the  grant  to 
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fhat  amount.  When  the  survey  was  made  he  coold  have  included  this, 
if  he  had  so  desired,  and  such  choice  on  his  part  would  have  left  setUem 
to  that  extent  undisturbed  in  their  x)ossession. 

To  allow  this  application  would  be  to  say  to  a  purchaser  of  a  Mexi- 
can grant  of  quantity  within  larger  exterior  limits: 

Toa  may  take  posession  of  the  quantity  granted  anywhere  within  the  bonndaries 
namedy  by  feneing  it  in  and  taming  your  stock  upon  it;  and  when  the  survey  is 
made  you  may  locate  the  boundaries  of  the  qnantity  outside  of  yonr  enclosure,  and 
then  purchase  at  the  minimum  price  aU  you  have  enclosed* 

In  this  way  the  purchaser  would  be  enabled  to  appropriate  double 
the  quantity  granted,  if  so  much  was  included  within  the  exterior  bound- 
ariesy  the  only  condition  being  tha  the  should  pay  one  dollar  and  twenty- 
ftye  cents  for  the  excess. 

But,  aside  firom  these  considerations,  it  appears  firom  the  record  that 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  purchase  of  any  interest  in  this  grant,  Garpen- 
tier  had  actual  notice  that  the  boundaries  of  this  grant  (the  three 
leagues)  were  unsettled.  His  first  purchase,  as  shown  by  the  record, 
was  the  interest  of  Nicholas  Bemal,  which  he  received  from  Bemal's 
grantee,  Cipriano  Thum,  February  22, 1860.  Prior  to  that  time,  to  wit, 
Kovember  1, 1858,  he,  as  attorney  for  John  B.  Watson,  had  brought  suit 
against  Gaudalupe  Bemal  and  others  on  a  promissory  note,  secured  by 
mortgage  on  the  interest  in  said  grant,  of  said  Gaudalupe  and  Nicholas 
Bemal. 

Certain  of  the  defi^daots  filed  an  answer  therein,  in  which  they  dis- 
tinctly and  specifically  allege  <^  that  there  has  not  as  yet  been  any  ofiicial 
survey  of  the  said  rancho  made  or  approved  by  the  United  States  sur- 
veyor-general     and  that  the  east  and  west  lines  of  said 

rancho  have  not  been  located  or  defined." 

It  is  true  the  Higley  survey  had  been  made  prior  thereto,  but,  as 
before  shown,  it  purported  on  its  face  to,  and  did  actually,  embrace 
more  than  seven  thousand  acres  in  excess  of  the  grant,  and  was  well' 
understood  and  afterwards  stipulated  by  parties  to  proceedings  in  the 
United  States  district  court,  relating  to  the  survey  of  this  land,  of 
whom  Oarpentier  was  one,  that  this  survey  correctly  described,  not  the 
g^nt,  but  the  exterior  boundaries  within  which  it  was  to  be  located, 
according  to  the  selection  of  Carpentier  himself,  in  conjunction  with 
others  claiming  the  grant. 

Further  than  this,  it  is  shown  by  the  evidence  of  Walter  Benwick 
(one  of  the  two  witnesses  introduced  by  Oarpentier  to  show  his  occu- 
pancy of  the  land)  that  as  early  as  1861  or  '62  Carpentier  had  actual 
knowledge  of  the  unsettled  condition  of  the  boundaries  proper  of  this 
grant.  He  says,  on  page  32  of  the  oral  testimony,  that  he  bought  an 
interest  equivalent  to  a  one-fortieth  interest  of  what  he  (Carpentier) 
claimed  at  that  time  (1861  or  '62).  On  page  34,  on  cross-examination, 
the  following  occurs: 

Q.  When  yoa  bought  from  Mr.  Carpentier  at  that  time,  did  yoa  buy  an  nndlvided 
interest,  oi  did  yoa  offer  to  buy  any  partlcnlar  tract  f 
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A.  Well,  no,  I  didn't  ofiPer  to  bny  any  paartdonlair  traet.  I  knew  tliat  h^  wonldn't 
mU  any  partknlar  piece  of  land. 

Q.  That  is  exactly  what  I  want  to  get  at. 

A.  Not  by  ncieteB  and  bounds. 

Q.  Why  did  he  not  wish  to  sell  any  partionlar  piece  of  land  by  metes  and  boandsf 

A.  I  don't  know,  I  am  sure^ 

Q.  What  did  he  say  to  yonf 

A.  He  said  the  grant  was  not  finally  located,  and  he  did  not  want  to  get  into  any 
trouble  about  the  matter. 

Qaestion  by  oonnsel  for  Oarpentiier: 

IMd  he  give  you  possession  of  any  x^rtion  of  the  land  in  question  f 
A.  No,  sir,  none  at  all;  I  didn't  claim  any  of  it^  and  didn't  have  any  of  it  in  pos* 
Mssion. 

Thus,  it  is  shown  that  prior  to  the  acqoirement  of  any  interest  in 
this  land,  Oarpentier  had  both  constmctive  and  actnal  notice  that  the 
grant  xnroper  had  not  been  segregated — constructive  notice,  as  shown 
by  the  Higley  map  of  record,  showing  upon  its  face  that  the  survey 
embraced  one  and  a  half  times  the  amount  conveyed  by  the  grant,  and 
actual  notice  by  the  answer  filed  in  the  case  in  which  he  was  attorney 
of  record. 

It  also  clearly  appears  that  he  has  been  connected  with  all  the  litiga- 
tion and  proceedings  in  court  in  regard  to  the  survey  of  the  land,  and 
that  the  final  survey  was  made  upon  the  petition  of  the  claimants  under 
the  grantees  and  in  accordance  with  their  said  petition;  that  in  such 
survey  the  land  was  segregated  in  conformity  with  the  selection  of  the 
claimants,  and  that  at  the  time  of  such  selection  Oarpentier  was  the 
principal  ownef  of  the  grant,  and  represented  his  own  interests  and 
those  of  other  claimants  in  all  or  nearly  all  the  proceedings  in  court. 
To  allow  his  application  to  purchase  under  the  statute  invoked  would 
be,  in  my  judgment,  a  violation  of  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter,  of  the 
law,  and  make  this  act  of  Congress,  designed  to  protect  innocent  pur- 
chasers, subservient  to  speculation,  by  making  it  possible  for  unscru- 
pulous land  speculators  to  appropriate  large  bodies  of  the  public  domain 
to  the  exclusion  of  honest  settlers. 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  many  settlers  since  the  Boardman 
survey  have  claimed  this  land,  some  of  whom,  notably  Tippett  and 
Brady,  had  expended  a  good  deal  of  money  and  made  many  improve- 
ments thereon  prior  to  Oarpentier's  application,  and  are  still  living  on 
the  land. 

Counsel  for  applicant  cite  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Yates  10  L.  D.,  242, 
as  authority  for  this  purchase. 

The  cases  are  by  no  means  parallel.  That  case  merely  holds  that  fche 
purchaser  of  an  undivided  interest  in  a  grant,  who  by  tacit  consent  of 
his  co-tenants  "  enters  into  ijossessiou  of  a  tract  marked  by  specific 
boundaries,''  may  upon  a  proper  showing  avail  himself  of  the  benefits 
of  this  statute.  Taylor  was  claiming  under  the  Sobraute  grant,  which 
was  not  a  grant  of  quantity  within  larger  boundaries,  but,  as  its  name 
14501— VOL  14 i3 
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implies,  was  a  grant  of  the  surplus  ^^  lands  Ijring  between  the  tracts 
known  as  ranchos  San  Antonio,  San  Pablo,  Pinole,  Moraga,  and  Yalen- 
da,"  which,  snbsequent  to  the  purchase  of  Taylor,  was  determined  by 
a  survey  defining  the  proper  limits  of  the  grants  aforesaid.  The  appli- 
cant had  no  power  or  authority  to  direct  the  location  of  the  grant  under 
which  she  claimed. 

When  a  grant  is  for  quantity  within  larger  boundaries,  with  no  decree 
or  provision  to  the  contrary,  the  government  has  the  right  to  survey 
and  fix  the  limits  of  the  quantity  granted.  Van  Beynegan  v.  Bolton, 
95  TJ.  S.,  33;  Frasher  v.  O'Connor,  116  XJ.  S.,  bottom  of  page  107; 
United  States  v.  McLaughlin,  127 17.  S.,  428;  Ohilds  v.  Southern  Pacific 
B.  B.  Oo.,  9  L.  D.,  471;  Bancho  El  Sobrante,  1  L.  D.,  top  of  page  201. 

I  can  see  no  reason  why  a  purchaser  of  an  undivided  interest  in  a 
grant  of  this  nature,  who  had  in  good  faith  taken  possession  of  a  part 
of  the  grant  by  consent  of  his  co-owners,  might  not  avail  himself  of 
this  statute,  when  the  government  had  by  its  final  survey  excluded  a 
part  of  his  possessions  from  the  grant. 

This  is  all  that  is  decided  in  the  Taylor- Yates  case  that  is  so  largely 
quoted  in  the  argument  of  counsel  for  Garpentier.  In  that  case,  Tay- 
lor was  not  allowed  to  locate  the  grant  ^^  anywhere  within  the  exterior 
boundaries,"  etc.  Had  she  been  so  authorized  by  the  decree  of  the 
court  ordering  the  survey,  and  chose  to  leave  out  her  improvements 
and  take  in  those  of  settlers,  she  would  then  have  stood  in  the  attitude 
of  the  applicant  herein,  and  I  have  no  hesitancy  in  saying  her  applica- 
tion would  have  been  denied. 

The  decision  of  your  ofBce  is  reversed,  and  the  application  of  Garpen- 
tier is  denied. 


8WAMP  GRANT-PRIVATE  €a:iAIM. 

State  op  Florida. 

The  looation  of  a  private  claim  does  not  effect  a  disposition  of  the  land|  and  bo  defeat 
the  operation  of  the  swamp  grant,  if  snoh  location  is  not  fixed  and  definite  in 
character. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  OeneraX  Land  Offlee,  June  22j 

1892. 

I  have  considered  the  question  raised  in  your  letter  of  lifovember  13, 
1891,  as  to  whether  a  certain  list  K'o.  15  of  selections  within  the  State 
of  Florida,  made  under  the  swamp  land  grant  and  certified  by  the  sor- 
veyor-geueral,  January  22, 1855,  and  subsequently  included  in  list  No.  2 
(Newnanville  series),  which  list  was  approved  by  the  then  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  July  16, 1856,  should  be  patented,  or  submitted  to  this 
Department  for  Qie  revocation  of  the  approval  previously  made,  as  be- 
fore stated. 
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The  objection  raised  to  the  list  is,  that  the  greater  portiou  of  the  lands 
covered  thereby  are  within  the  reservation  made  on  accoont  of  what  is 
known  as  the  20,000  acre  Arredondo  grant^  ^^  the  supposed  locus  of  which 
is  in  T.  3  and  4  S.  of  B.  16  and  17  B." 

The  following  history  of  tliis  grant  is  taken  from  a  report  made  by 
your  office  upon  Senate  BiU  No.  1914,  under  date  of  April  9, 1884 : 

Prior  to  the  cesBion  of  Florida  to  the  United  States  the  Spanish  goyemor  of  that 
proyince  on  the  20th  day  of  Maroh,  1817,  granted  to  Don  Jose  de  la  Maza  Arredondo, 
with  promise  of  a  title  in  absolute  properliy,  twenty  thousand  acres  of  land  at  a 
place  known  as  ''Big  Hammock  about  twenty  miles  from  the  river  Suwanee,  about 
eighty  miles  westward  frt>m  St.  Johns.'' 

It  also  appears  that  the  land  granted  was  duly  sunreyed  by  Andres  Bnrgevin,  a 
Spanish  surveyor,  and  that  his  plat  and  oertlflcate  of  survey  were  signed  by  Burge- 
vin,  September  14, 1819. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  8th  section  of  the  act  of  May  23, 1828,  the  superior 
court  for  the  eastern  district  of  Florida  on  the  24th  day  of  November,  1834,  rendered 
a  decree  recognizing  the  validity  of  the  claim  according  to  said  survey,  and  con- 
iirmed  the  same  to  Benjamin  Chaires,  Peter  Miranda,  and  Gad  Humphreys,  and  on 
appeal  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  at  its  January  term,  1836,  affirmed 
the  decree  of  the  court  below,  10  Peters,  308. 

Repeated  efforts  were  made  by  the  government  to  effect  a  proper  survey  of  said 
grant,  but  a  survey  was  not  executed,  owiug  to  forcible  resistance  offered  by  parties 
who  were  occupying  lands  within  the  alleged  limits  of  the  claim  under  some  sup- 
posed color  of  title  derived  from  the  United  States. 

A  diagram,  however,  showing  the  approximate  location  of  the  claim  in  townships 
3  and  4  south  of  ranges  16  and  17  east,  was  compiled  in  the  office  of  the  surveyor- 
general  of  Florida  and  approved  by  him  February  10,  1848,  since  which  time  said 
tract  was  held  to  satisfy  the  grant. 

Proceeding  by  petition  in  the  U.  S.  district  court,  northern  district  of  Florida, 
the  claimants  obtained  a  supplemental  decree  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1882,  award- 
ing scrip,  amounting  to  20,000  acres,  in  lieu  of  the  land  in  place,  and  this  Judgment 
was  made  final  by  said  court,  September  11, 1883.  The  scrip  was  issued  November 
20, 1883,  at  which  time  reservation  was  released. 

Your  report  states  that  the  land  "  was  held  to  satisfy  the  grant." 

As  to  whether  any  formal  reservation  was  ever  made  does  not  appear^ 
but,  as  I  learn  that  for  years  the  lands  were  disposed  of  without  regard 
to  the  grant,  I  am  led  to  believe  that  the  lands  were  never  formally 
withdrawn. 

The  claimants  under  the  grant  objected  to  the  location  as  made  by 
the  surveyor-general,  and,  after  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  have  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  reformed,  they  petitioned  Congress  for  a  change  of 
location  without  avaiL 

The  question  arises  as  to  the  effect  of  the  approximate  location  made 
by  the  surveyor-general  upon  the  claim  of  the  State,  under  the  swamp 
land  grant,  to  any  lands  included  therein — ^i.  e.,  did  it  amount  to  a  dis- 
X)Osition  of  the  lands  embraced  in  such  location,  for,  if  it  did,  the  lands 
were  not  subject  to  the  swamp  land  grant;  otherwise,  they  passed  to 
the  State  upon  the  determination  of  their  character. 

The  act  of  September  28, 1850  (9  Stat.,  519),  granted  to  the  State  of 
Arirftjiaftft  and  othcT  States  within  their  respective  boundaries  ^^  the 
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whole  of  those  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  made  unfit  thereby  for 
cultivation,  which  shall  remain  unsold  at  the  passage  of  the  act/' 

In  the  case  of  the  swamp  grant  in  the  State  of  Michigan  for  land 
under  reservation  as  a  part  of  old  Fort  Mackinaw  wood  reservation  in 
Bois  Blanc  Island  (8  L.  D.,  310)^  it  was  held: 

Congress  may  grant  any  and  all  lands  the  fee  to  which  is  in  the  United  States^imless 
such  lands  hare  been  sold  or  in  such  manner  disposed  of,  thsrt  another  disposition 
of  those  lands  wonid  be  inoompatible  with  the  obligation  of  the  goyemment  to 
others.  The  grant  in  this  oase  was  "  a  present  grant  vesting  in  the  State  propria 
vigore  from  the  day  of  its  date,  title  to  all  the  land  of  the  particnlar  description 
therein  designated,  wanting  nothing  but  the  definition  of  tiie  bonndaries  to  make  it 
perfect,"  Wright  v,  Roseberry  (121  U.  S.,  488),  and  aixthorities  therein  cited. 

Althotigh  tlic  lands  may  at  the  date  of  the  grant  be  temporarily  reserved,  or  Bet 
apart  for  the  use  of  the  government,  or  for  other  temporary  purposes,  not  amounting 
to  a  disposal  of  the  land,  it  will  not  prevent  such  lands  from  being  subject  to  the 
operation  of  the  grant,  and  when  disencumbered  the  right  attaches  as  of  the  date  of 
the  grant.  Therefore  the  sole  question  to  be  determined  is,  was  the  reservation  of 
such  a  character  as  to  amount  to  a  disposal  of  the  land. 

With  reference  to  swamp  lands  temporarily  reserved  for  the  use  of  the  govern- 
ment, or  other  purposes  at  the  date  of  the  grant  not  amounting  to  a  disposal  of  the 
land,  this  grant  should  receive  the  some  ooustruotion  given  to  the  grant  for  school 
purposes. 

The  question  as  to  the  right  of  a  State  to  the  specific  school  section  embraced 
within  a  reservation  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  came  before  the  supreme  court  in  the 
case  of  Ham  v.  the  State  of  Missouri  (18  How.,  126).  In  this  oase  the  land  was  re- 
served under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1811,  reserving  from  sale  aU  lands  em- 
braced within  the  limits  of  a  private  land  claim,  filed  in  time  and  in  accordance  with 
law  until  the  decision  of  Congress  upon  such  claim. 

An  application  was  presented  to  the  Land  Commissioners  for  confirmation  of  this 
claim  in  due  time  and  in  accordance  with  law,  and  was  rejected  by  the  Commission- 
ers in  their  report  to  Congress. 

The  act  of  March,  1820,  passed  while  this  claim  was  pending  before  Congress— and 
therefore  in  reservation — granted  to  the  State  of  Missouri,  the  sixteenth  section  of 
every  township,  and  equivalent  land  where  such  section  had  been  sold  or  otherwise 
disposed  of. 

Subsequently  Congress  by  act  of  May  24,  1828,  confirmed  to  Valle  and  his  associ- 
ates, the  tract  for  which  confirmation  was  prayed — according  to  a  survey  made  in 
1806 — ^providing  that  said  confirmation  thus  granted,  shall  only  extend  to  a  relin- 
quishment of  title  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  and  shaU  not  prejudice  the 
rights  of  third  parties,  nor  any  title  heretofore  derived  from  the  United  States. 

It  was  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant,  that  the  land  in  question  being  within  the 
limits  of  the  survey  of  1806,  and  the  confirmation  by  Congress,  was  never  public  land 
subject  to  donation  for  the  use  of  schools;  that  the  reservation  of  section  sixteen  for 
the  use  of  schools,  could  ouly  refer  to  public  lands  proper,  and  could  not  attach  to 
lands  embraced  in  private  claims,  which  had  previous  to,  and  at  the  time  of  such 
donation  been  claimed  by  individuals,  and  reserved  by  Congress  to  satisfy  those 
claims.  But  the  court  construed  the  proviso  reserving  such  lands  firom  sale  as 
neither  declaring  or  importing  a  final  and  permanent  divestiture  or  any  divestiture 
whatever  of  the  title  of  the  United  States,  but  merely  a  temporary  arrangement  for 
the  purpose  of  investigation,  leaving  the  title  in  the  government. 

Then  speaking  of  the  grant  to  the  State  of  equivalent  lands,  where  section  sixteen 
had  been  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  the  court  say: 

**  Bale;  neoessarily  signying  a  legal  sale  by  competent  authority,  is  a  disposition 
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final  and  irrevooable  of  the  land.  The  phrase  'or  otherwise  disposed  of  mnst  sig- 
nify some  disposition  of  the  property  equally  efficient,  and  equally  incompatible  with 
any  right  in  the  State  present  or  potential,  as  dedncible  firom  the  act  of  1820,  and 
the  ordinance  of  the  same  year/' 

The  court  therefore  held  that  the  reoerration  firom  sale  of  the  lands  within  the 
limits  of  the  private  land  claim,  did  not  prerent  the  title  of  the  State  from  attach- 
ing to  the  sixteenth  section  specifically. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  ruling  in  the  oases  of  Cooper  «.  Boberts  (18  How.,  173) ; 
Beecherv.  Wetherby  (95  U.  S.,  617);  Buttz  9.  Northern  Pacific  R.  B.  (119  U.  S.,  65). 

•  •••••••••••••••••••••••••f»«. 

The  principle  announced  in  the  oases  cited  as  controlling  the  grant  for  school  pur^ 

poseS;  is  alike  applicable  to  tiie  grant  of  September  28,  1850,  granting  to  the  State 

all  of  the  swamp  and  overflowed  land  which  shall  remain  unsold  at  the  date  of  the 

grant,  which  included  all  land  of  the  character  specified,    owned  by  the  United 

States  at  the  date  of  the  act^  although  they  may  at  that  time  be  reserved  from  sale, 

or  set  apart  for  some  temporary  use  of  the  government. 

From  your  report  it  is  clear  that,  if  any  reservation  was  ever  made 
on  account  of  the  Arredondo  grant,  it  did  not  amount  to  a  disposition 
of  the  lands.  It  was  at  best  an  approximate  location  of  the  claim,  and 
never  acquired  that  fixity  of  character  or  deflniteness  of  location  as 
would  amount  to  a  disposition  of  the  land  included  thereby. 

Its  effect  upon  the  swamp  grant  must  have  been  considered  at  the 
time  of  the  approval  of  the  list  under  consideration,  and,  after  the 
lapse  of  so  many  years,  I  should  hesitate  to  disturb  the  adjudication 
then  made,  unless  it  was  clearly  shown  that  the  action  then  taken  was 
without  authority  of  law. 

I  have  therefore  to  direct  that  patent  issue  upon  the  approval  here- 
tofore given. 


bbsert  liaxd  act-bbsibbnt  citizen. 

Instbuotions. 

The  phrase,  "resident  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  sought  to 
be  entered  is  located,"  as  used  in  the  desert  land  act,  amended  March  3,  1891, 
should  be  construed  to  embrace  all  persons  living  in  such  State  or  Territory  and 
entitled  to  protection  in  the  exercise  of  ciril  rights,  without  regard  to  their 
political  rights,  and  must  be  read  in  connection  with  the  provisions  of  sections 
one  and  seven  of  said  act. 

Secretary  Nohle  to  the  Oammissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  22. 

1892. 

By  letter  of  February  27, 1892,  you  ask  to  be  advised  of  the  views  of 
the  Department  upon  the  provision  of  section  eight  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1877  (19  Stat.,  377)  as  amended  by  section  two  of  the  act  of  March 
3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1095)  that  "  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  make  entry 
of  desert  land  except  he  be  a  resident  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory 
in  which  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  is  located." 

The  amendment  made  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1891,  consisted  of  the 
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addition  of  five  sections  numbered  four  to  eight  inclusive,  and  in  order 
to  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  tlie  point  referred  to  by  you, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  consider  the  whole  act  as  it  now  stands. 

Section  one  provides  ^^that  it  shall  be  lawfiil  for  any  citizen  of  tbe 
United  States,  or  any  person  of  requisite  age  ^who  may  be  entitled  to 
become  a  citizen,  and  who  has  filed  his  declaration  to  become  such,"'  to 
file  a  declaration  that  he  intends  to  reclaim  a  tract  of  desert  land,  etc. 
This  is  the  only  provision  or  requirement  as  to  citizenship  found  in  the 
original  act. 

Section  seven  of  the  act  as  it  now  stands  provides  that  at  any  time 
after  filing  the  declaration,  and  within  the  period  of  four  years  there- 
after, upon  the  applicant  making  satisfactory  proof  of  reclamation  and 
cultivation  ^^and  that  he  or  she  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,"  and 
upon  payment,  as  required,  a  patent  shaU  issue. 

In  section  eight  is  found  the  provision  quoted  in  your  letter  as  fol- 
lows: 

and  no  penon  shaU  be  entitled  to  make  entry  of  desert  land  except  he  be  a  resident 
citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  songht  to  be  entered  is  located. 

These  quotations  contain  aU  that  is  said  in  this  law,  as  it  now  stands, 
upon  the  subject  of  citizenship.  There  is  at  least  one  proposition  as  to 
which  there  can  be  no  dispute,  that  is,  that  the  applicant  must,  in  his 
final  proof,  show  himself  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  I  can 
not,  however,  entirely  agree  with  you  that  it  is  now  required 

that  a  party,  at  the  time  of  makin^f  application  to  enter  desert  land,  mnst  be  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States,  and  have  his  permanent  residence  in  the  State  or  Territoiy 
where  the  land  songht  to  be  entered  is  located,  without  regard  to  the  length  of  time 
he  may  have  been  residing  in  the  State. 

This  construction  would,  in  effect,  nullify  that  part  of  section  one 
which  declares  that  one  who  may  be  entitled  to  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  and  who  has  filed  his  declaration  to  become  such  may  file 
an  application  to  make  an  entry  under  said  act,  and  such  a  result  should 
be  avoided  if  possible.  Effect  should  be  given  to  every  part  of  this  law 
unless  there  be  provisions  so  contradictory  as  to  render  this  impossible. 
I  do  not  find  in  these  two  provisions  that  degree  of  repugnance  that 
would  require  a  construction  disregarding  either  of  these  provisions. 
The  proper  construction  seems  to  be  that  the  eighth  section  specifies 
another  qualification  or  attribute  that  must  belong  to  one  to  entitle 
him  to  file  his  application  under  this  act.  If  the  provision  found  in 
section  eight  had  been  inserted  in  section  one,  where  it  might  very 
properly  have  been  placed,  it  would  have  had  the  same  effect  on  the 
provisions  of  said  section  as  it  now  properly  has.  That  section  would 
then  have  read  as  follows: 

That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  any  person  of  requi- 
site age  "  who  maybe  entitled  to  become  a  citizen,  and  who  has  filed  his  declaration 
to  become  such,"  and  who  shall  be  a  resident  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which 
the  land  songht  to  be  entered  is  located,  eto. 
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So  far  as  said  provision  in  section  eight  affects  the  question  as  to  the 
qaaliAcations  of  those  who  may  file  a  declaration  of  intention  to  reclaim 
a  tract  of  desert  land,  it  should  be  given  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had 
been  found  in  section  one  of  said  act. 

Said  provision  being  placed  where  it  is  in  this  act  must  be  read  also 
in  connection  with  that  part  of  section  seven  reciting  the  facts  required 
to  be  shown  in  final  proof.  The  requirements  as  to  personal  qualifica- 
tion would  then  be  as  follows : 

That  he  or  she  ia  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a  resident  citizen  of  the  State 
or  Territory  in  which  the  land  sought  to  be  entered  is  located. 

It  remains  then  to  be  determined  what  is  meant  by  the  added  require- 
ment that  one  seeking  to  acquire  title  to  a  tract  of  land  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  must  show  both  at  the  date  he  files  his  declaration 
of  intention  to  reclaim  and  at  the  date  he  offers  final  proof  that  he  is 
"a  resident  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  sought 
to  be  entered  is  located."  In  determining  this  point  we  may  properly 
take  into  consideration  not  only  all  parts  of  the  act  in  question  and  its 
scope  and  purpose,  but  also  all  other  acts  relating  to  the  same  subject. 
In  this  connection  it  may  be  said  that  statutes  forming  the  general 
system  of  laws  regulating  the  disposal  of  the  public  domain  are  to  be 
considered  in  pari  materia  and  are  to  be  construed  accordingly.  Dan- 
iel G.  TUton  (8  L.  D.,  368). 

Under  those  laws  which  require  a  settlement  on  the  land  the  title  to 
which  is  sought  to  be  acquired,  the  claimant  must  of  necessity  be  a  resi- 
dent of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the  land  is  located.  But  a 
claimant  under  one  of  those  laws  is  not  required  to  show  that  he  is  a 
citizen  of  such  State  or  Territory  in  the  sense  that  he  has  a  right  to 
exercise  political  Unctions.  No  more  should  be  required  in  this  par- 
ticular of  claimants  under  this  law  now  under  consideration  than  of 
one  under  those  laws  requiring  settlement,  unless  the  language  used 
is  clearly  and  absolutely  indicative  of  an  intention  on  the  part  of  Con- 
gress to  require  something  more.  I  do  not  find  in  this  act  language 
indicating  such  an  intention,  but  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  clear  that  Con- 
gress intended  to  place  claimants  under  this  law  in  exactly  the  same 
position  in  this  particular  as  claimants  under  those  laws  requiring  set- 
tlement. You  say  "it  has  been  suggested  that  a  party  qualified  to  ex- 
ercise the  elective  franchise  in  any  State  or  Territory  might  be  considered 
a  'resident  citizen'  of  that  State  or  Territory.''  I  agree  with  you  that 
such  a  construction  should  not  be  adopted.  It  would  shut  out  from 
the  benefits  of  this  act  women  in  those  States  where  the  right  of  suf- 
frage has  not  been  conferred  upon  them,  and  it  would  also  debar  those 
who  may  be  citizens  of  the  State  in  the  sense  of  being  inhabitants 
thereof  and  entitled  to  participation  in  civil  rights,  but  who  are  not 
electors  or  entitled  to  exercise  political  functions. 

The  fact  that  the  word  citizen  does  not  always  have  the  same  signifi- 
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oaiice  has  been  frequently  adverted  to  by  the  courts.    Thus  in  The 
Dred  Scott  case  (19  How.,  393-422)  we  find  the  following  language: 

Undoubtedly,  a  person  may  be  a  citizen,  that  is,  a  member  of  the  commanity  who 
form  the  sovereignty,  although  he  exercises  no  share  of  the  political  power,  and  is 
incapacitated  fi'om  holding  particular  offices.  Women  and  minors,  who  form  a  part 
of  the  political  family,  cannot  vote ;  and  when  a  property  qualification  is  required 
to  vote  or  hold  a  particular  office,  those  who  have  not  the  necessary  qualification 
ean  not  vote  or  hold  the  office,  yet  they  are  citizens. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Oruikshank  (92  F.  S.,  542-549)  the 
court  defined  citizens  as  follows:    • 

Citizens  are  the  members  of  the  political  community  to  which  thoy  belong.  They 
are  the  people  who  compose  the  community,  and  who,  in  their  a68ociat«d  capacity 
have  established  or  submitted  themselves  to  the  dominion  of  a  government  for  the 
promotion  of  their  general  welfare  and  the  protection  of  their  individual  as  well  as 
their  collective  rights. 

After  quoting  this  definition,  in  the  case  of  Boyd  v.  Thayer  (143  XJ. 
6.,  135-158)  the  court  said : 

There  is  no  attempt  in  this  definition,  which  was  entirely  sufficient  for  the  argu- 
ment, to  exclude  those  members  of  the  State  who  are  citizens  in  the  sense  of  partici- 
pation in  civil  rights,  though  not  in  the  exercise  of  political  ftinotions. 

In  Baldwin  v.  Pranks  (120  XJ.  S.,  678-690)  it  was  said: 

In  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  word  'citizen'  is  generally, 
if  not  always,  used  in  a  political  sense  to  designate  one  who  has  the  rights  of  privi- 
leges of  a  citizen  of  a  State  or  of  the  United  States.  .  .  .  But  it  is  also  sometinies 
used  in  popular  language  to  indicate  the  same  thing  as  resident,  inhabitant,  or 
person. 

It  was  held  that  the  word  was  not  used  in  the  law  then  under  con- 
sideration in  this  latter  sense,  because  all  the  surroundings  indicated 
that  it  was  intended  in  its  political  sense.  'Sone  of  the  surroundings  ot 
the  law  now  under  consideration  indicates  that  the  word  was  used  here 
in  its  x)oliticai  sense,  but  all  support  the  theory  that  it  was  used  in  its 
wider  and  broader  sense.  To  restrict  it  to  the  narrower  meaning  would 
be  to  render  the  law  unequal  in  its  application  in  the  different  States, 
and  inharmonious  with  the  whole  system  of  land  laws. 

It  may  be  said  that  if  the  construction  indicated  herein  be  given  the 
word  "  citizen,"  the  word  "  resident "  is  superfluous  and  adds  nothing. 
That  objection  would,  however,  be  equally  torcible  if  the  word  "  citizen  ** 
be  given  the  other  definition. 

After  a  full  and  careful  consideration  of  this  matter,  I  have  concluded 
that  the  phrase  "  resident  citizen  of  the  State  or  Territory  in  which  the 
land  sought  to  be  entered  is  located  "  should  be  construed  to  embrace 
all  persons  living  in  said  State  and  entitled  to  protection  in  the  exer- 
cise of  civil  rights  without  regard  to  their  political  rights,  and  must  be 
read  in  connection  with  the  provisions  of  sections  one  and  seven  of  said 
act,  as  hereinbefore  indicated. 
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SCHOOIi  liANB— MTNBRAX  ULNB. 

Wabben  bt  al.  V.  State  of  Colorado. 

The  title  to  school  land  passes  to  the  State  withoat  patent  or  certificate,  at  the  date 
when  the  grant  takes  effect,  and  to  except  lands  therefrom,  on  account  of  coal 
alleged  to  be  found  therein,  it  is  necessary  to  show  the  existence  of  snch  mineral 
in  sufficient  quantity  to  add  to  the  value  of  said  lands  and  Justify  expenditure 
for  its  extraction,  and  that  such  &ot  was  known  when  the  grant  took  effect. 

Seoretary  IfobU  to  the  Oanvmissiener  of  the  General  Ikmd  Offlee  Jwne 

22, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  oases  of  M.  Y .  Warren  and  J.  M.  Bnrkhart  v. 
The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  Trinidad  Coal  and  Coking  Company, 
intervenor,  on  appeal  by  the  former  from  yonr  office  decision  of  October 
30, 1889,  rejecting  their  applications  to  purchase  the  E.  ^  of  Bee.  36,  T. 
33  S.,  E.  64  W.,  Pneblo,  Colorado,  land  district 

The  record  shows  that  on  June  8, 1887,  Burkhart  applied  to  the  local 
officers  to  purchase  the  liTE.  ^of  said  section,  under  section  2347,  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  and  on  July  7, 1887,  Warren  likewise  applied  to  pur- 
chase the  SE.  \  of  said  section. 

The  local  officers  rejected  both  applications  on  the  ground  that  the 
land  described  in  said  applications  was  not  subject  to  sale  by  the  United 
States,  because  it  had  passed  to  the  State  of  Colorado  uuder  the  grant 
for  school  purposes,  made  in  the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  its  ad- 
mission into  the  Union  as  a  State.  Burkhart  and  Warren  appealed, 
^nd  thereupon  your  office  on  the  2d  day  of  November,  1887,  modified 
the  decision  of  the  local  officers  by  ordering  hearings  to  be  had  to  de- 
termine whether  said  land,  <<  was  known  to  be  mineral  prior  to  the 
admission  of  Colorado  into  the  Union,  to  wit:  August  1,  1876,  and 
chiefly  valuable  for  coal.'' 

A  hearing  was  accordingly  had  at  which  the  parties  appeared;  the 
applicants  in  person  and  by  counsel,  the  State  of  Colorado  by  its 
attomey*genera1,  and  the  Trinidad  Coal  and  Coking  Company  as  an 
jmtervenor,  claiming  title  to  the  land  in  question  under  a  purchase 
from  the  State  of  Colorado. 

It  was  agreed  by  all  of  the  parties  in  interest,  that  the  testimony 
taken  should  apply  to  both  cases,  and  that  the  cases  for  the  purposes 
of  the  trial,  should  be  consolidated,  and  tried  as  one  case. 

The  State  claimed, 

That  said  land  was  donated,  granted  and  confirmed  to  the  State  of  Colorado  in  aid 
of  the  support  of  common  schools  of  said  State^  and  for  the  creating  of  a  fund  for 
that  purpose  by  act  of  Congress,  approved  March  3, 1875.  That  Colorado  became  a 
State  August  1, 1876,  and  accepted  said  grant  and  donation  of  said  laud  for  such  pur- 
pose, and  made  due  selection  thereof,  at  or  about  said  time,  as  agricultural  land,  aud 
had  ever  since  by  her  or  her  grantees,  held  control  and  possession  of  the  same.  'I'hat 
said  land  at  the  time  of  said  grant  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  the  admission  of  Colorado 
into  the  Union,  was  not  known  to  be  coal  land  nor  ohieiiy  valuable  as  such,  bat  on 
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the  oontrary,  said  land  was  at  said  time,  and  as  this  proteatant  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves  is  now  agricnltnral  land  known  as  and  chiefly  Talnable  as  snoh,  and  that  the 
■ame  conld  not  have  been  then,  and  cannot  be  now  profitably  worked  for  coal  or 
any  other  mineral  whatever. 

The  State  ftirther  protested. 

Against  the  right  or  power  of  any  department  of  the  Gfovemment,  save  the  jnfl- 
oial  and  the  courts  thereof  of  this  State  and  the  United  States,  to  take  jurisdiction 
over  said  matter  and  to  determine  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  State  of  Colo- 
rado or  her  grantees  in  and  to  said  land. 

From  the  evidence  introdaced  before  them  the  local  officers  found 
that: 

Nothing  in  onr  opinion  should  disturb  this  peace  and  security  of  the  grant,  bat 
the  most  indubitable  proof  that  the  land  at  date  thereof  was  valuable  coal  land  and 
generally  known  as  such.  We  find  that  the  evidence  fails  to  establish  that  fact  and 
therefore  recommend  that  the  applioatioiiB  of  the  contestants  to  purchase  said  tracts 
be  not  allowed. 

Borkhart  and  Warren  appealed. 

On  the  30th  day  of  October,  1889,  yonr  office  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  local  officers.  Bnrkhart  and  Warren  agam  appeal.  They  specify 
errors  as  follows: 

First.  In  not  finding  and  holding  that  the  land  involved  is  in  an  economic,  as  well 
as  in  a  geological  sense,  coal  land. 

Second.  In  not  finding  that  the  land  in  question  contains  valuable,  working  de- 
posits of  coal. 

Third.  In  not  finding,  ftom  the  evidence,  that  the  land  in  question  was  known  to 
contain  valuable,  working  deposits  of  coal  at  and  prior  to  the  admission  of  Colorado 
as  a  State  on  August  1, 1876. 

Fourth.  In  finding  that  the  State,  and  intervener,  have  satisfactorily  established 
the  fact  that  there  was  not  on  the  land,  on  the  1st  of  August,  1876,  a  known  coal 
mine  capable  of  being  profitably  worked  for  its  product,  so  as  to  make  the  land  valu- 
able for  coal  mining. 

Fifth.  In  not  finding  that  the  plaintiff  have  siktisfactorily  established  the  fact  that 
there  was  on  the  land  in  question,  on  the  first  of  August,  (sic)  1886,  a  known  coal 
deposit  capable  of  being  profitably  worked  for  its  product^  so  as  to  make  the  said 
land  valuable  for  coal  minlniE. 

The  fourteenth  section  of  the  act  of  February  28, 1861  (12  Stat.,  172), 
providing  a  temporary  government  for  the  Territory  of  Colorado  pro- 
vides : 

That  when  the  land  in  said  Territory  shall  be  surveyed,  under  the  direction  of 
(the)  government  of  the  United  States,  preparatory  to  bringing  the  same  into  market, 
sections  numbered  sizt-een  and  thirty-six  in  each  township  in  said  Territory  shall  be 
and  the  same  are  hereby  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  to  schools  in  the 
States  hereafter  to  be  erected  out  of  the  same. 

This  is  clearly  a  reservation  of  the  specified  sections  taking  effect 
npon  surveyed  land  upon  the  day  of  its  passage.  The  township  in 
which  the  lands  in  question  are  situated  was  surveyed  on  the  1st  of 
October,  1869,  and  a  plat  thereof  was  approved  by  the  Surveyor-Gen- 
eral of  Colorado  December  1^  1869,  and  received  at  your  office  on  the 
16th  of  that  month. 
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On  the  3rd  day  of  March,  1875,  Congress  passed  the  act  enabling  the 
people  of  Colorado  to  fonn  a  constitution  and  State  government  and  for 
her  admission  into  the  Union,  (18  Stats.,  474).  The  seventh  section  of 
said  act  provides: 

That  sections  nambered  sixteen  and  thirty-six  in  every  township,  and  where  snch 
sections  have  been  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  any  act  of  Congress,  other  lands 
equivalent  thereto,  in  legal  subdivisions  of  not  more  than  one  quarter  section,  and 
as  contiguous  as  may  be,  are  hereby  granted  to  said  State  for  the  support  of  com- 
mon Bohools. 

The  flfbeenth  section  provides:  '^  That  all  mineral  lands  shall  be  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  and  grants  of  this  act.'' 

Colorado  was  admitted  as  a  State  on  the  first  day  of  August,  1876, 
by  proclamation  of  the  President  (19  Stats.,  665),  and  subject  to  the 
exceptions  contained  in  the  seventh  and  fifteenth,  sections  «ttp^^y  ^^^ 
grant  became  effective  on  that  date  as  to  aU  surveyed  lands. 

The  case  has  been  elaborately  argued  here,  both  orally  and  in  print. 
Many  questions  not  properly  embraced  in  the  record  have  been  dis- 
cussed by  counsel,  among  them  it  is  urged  that  the  discovery  of  valu- 
able minerals  at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  State's  admission  will 
defeat  her  right  to  the  land  under  said  grant.  If  this  question  ever 
was  in  the  controversy^  it  was  when  the  case  was  appealed  by  Burk- 
hart  and  Warren  to  your  office,  from  the  decision  of  the  local  officers 
rejecting  their  applications;  and  your  office  at  that  time — ^I^ovember  2, 
1887 — passed  directly  upon  the  point  as  follows: 

The  grant  to  the  State  of  Colorado  took  effect  as  regards  surveyed  lands  August 
1, 1876,  by  virtue  of  the  President's  proolamation  and  waa  decided  hy  this  office  in 
the  case  of  the  townsite  of  Silver  Cliff  v.  The  State  of  Colorado;  see  Copp'sU.  S. 
Mineral  Lands,  2d  Ed.,  page  261.  Therefore  the  section  in  question  having  been 
ascertained  by  survey  long  prior  to  the  admission  of  the  State  into  the  Union,  the 
question  in  this  ease  is  whether  the  land  applied  for  by  Warren  was  known  to  be 
mineral  in  character  prior  to  the  latter  date. 

There  was  no  appeal  from  this  decision  and  it  became  final  and  bind- 
ing on  all  the  parties.    Eule  of  Practice  112. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  Department  might  by  virtue  of  its  super- 
visory authority  correct  any  error  apparent  in  the  record,  yet  there  is 
no  such  error  in  your  decision  of  November  2, 1887;  see  Davis  v.  Wei- 
bold,  139  U.  8.,  507 ;  Colorado  Goal  Co.  v.  United  States,  123  U.  S., 
307 ;  Abraham  L.  Miner  (9  L.  D.,  408). 

I  content  myself  by  merely  referring  to  this  question  because  it  has 
been  critically  argued  on  both  sides  just  as  if  it  was  actually  involved 
in  the  case.  I  conceive  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  Department  to  decide 
this  case,  as  all  others  appealed  here,  upon  the  record  as  presented  by 
the  parties.  It  will  be  perceived  that  the  errors  assigned  really  relate 
to  questions  of  fact  and  not  of  law.  The  evidence  is  voluminous  and 
very  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  lands  in  question  were  valuable  coal 
lands,  and  known  to  be  such  prior  to  the  first  day  of  August,  1876; 
the  local  officers  found  from  the  evidence  introduced  before  them  that 
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they  were  not  such  in  character,  and  dismissed  Burkhart's  and  War- 
ren's applications  to  purchase  under  the  coal  law.  Your  office  con- 
curred with  the  local  officers;  in  such  cases,  b&  to  questious  of  &cty 
the  general  rule  is  to  accept  the  decisions  of  your  office  and  the  local 
officers  as  conclusive;  Finan  v.  Palmer  et  al.  (11  L.  D.,  321);  Cleveland 
f?.  North  (11 L.  D.,  344) ;  Oonly  v.  Price  (9  L.  D.,  490). 

I  discover  no  reason  for  any  departure  from  this  rule  in  the  case  at 
bar.  In  view  of  the  importance  of  the  case,  I  have  carefully  examined 
the  evidence  and  I  find  the  fsuits  to  be  substantially  as  set  out  in  your 
office  decision. 

The  £a*ct  that  this  land  lies  in  what  is  known  as  the  Colorado  coal  fields, 
which  includes  about  two  thousand  five  hundred  square  miles,  in  which 
there  is  probably  not  more  than  one  hundred  square  miles  of  land  val- 
uable for  coal,  and  the  further  fact  that  there  are  valuable  coal  depos- 
its in  the  vicinity  of  these  lands,  do  not  prove  these  lands  to  be  coal 
lands  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  In  Commissioners  of  King\s 
Counly  V.  Alexander  et  al.  (5  L.  D.,  126),  the  rule  was  correctly  stated 
by  Secretary  Lamar: 

That  the  proof  of  the  mineral  oharaoter  of  the  land  must  be  specific  and  based 
upon  the  actual  production  of  mineral ;  that  it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  neighbor- 
ing or  adjoining  lands  are  mineral  in  character,  and  that  the  lands  in  oontroversy 
may  hereafter  develop  minerals  to  such  an  extent  as  to  show  i  ts  minetal  oharaoter, 
but  it  must  be  shown  as  a  present  fact  that  the  lands  are  m  ineral,  and  this  mu3t 
appear  from  actual  production  of  mineral  and  not  from  a  theory  that  the  lands  maj 
hereafter  produce  it. 

Citing  Dughi  v.  Harkins  (2  L.  D.,  721)  and  other  authorities.    This 
has  been  followed  since  by  the  Department    John  Downs  (7  L.  D.,  71). 
In  Deffeback  t?«  Qawke  (115  U.  S.,  404),  it  is  said: 

We  say  ''land  known  at  the  time  to  be  valuable  for  minerals,"  as  there  are  vast 
tracts  of  public  land  in  which  minerals  of  different  kinds  are  found,  but  not  in  such 
quantity  as  to  Justify  expenditures  in  the  effort  to  extract  them.  It  is  not  to  such 
lands  that  the  term  ''mineral''  in  the  sense  of  the  statutes  is  applicable. 

In  Colorado  Coal  and  Iron  Co.  v.  United  States  (123  U.  S.,  a07),  it 
is  said  (page  328), 

It  IS  not  snffloienty  in  our  opinion  to  constitute  "known  mines"  of  coal,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  that  there  should  merely  be  indications  of  coal  beds  or  coal 
fields  of  greater  or  less  extent  and  of  greater  or  less  value,  as  shown  by  outcrop- 
pings.  .  .  .  The  question  must  be  determined  according  to  the  facts  in  existence 
at  the  time  of  the  sale.  If  upon  the  premises  at  that  time,  there  were  not  actual 
"known  mines"  capable  of  being  profitably  worked  for  their  product,  so  as  to  make 
the  land  more  valuable  for  mining  than  for  agriculture,  a  title  to  them,  acquired  un- 
der the  pre-emption  act  can  not  be  successftilly  assailed.  See  also  Sullivan  r.  Iron 
Bilver  Mining  Co.  143  U.  S.,  431,  and  Iron  Silver  Mining  Co.  v.  Mike  and  Starr  Gold 
and  Silver  Mining  Co.  143  U.  S.,  394. 

The  grant  to  Colorado  of  the  sixteenth  and  thirty-sixth  sections  in- 
cludes all  kinds  of  lands  except  mineral  lands  so  that  upon  principle  all 
lands  embraced  in  said  sections  except  mineral  lands  would  pass  to  the 
State  by  the  grants  the  same  as  agricultural  lands  pass  by  sale  iiuder 
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the  pre-emption  law.    ISo  patent  or  certUlcate  was  necessary  to  pass 
fhem  to  the  State^  if  they  were  not  mineral  in  character. 
In  Davis  v.  Weibold  (139  TJ.  8.,  507),  it  is  said:  (page  519) 

The  exceptions  of  mineTal  lands  from  pre-emption  and  settlement  and  firom  grants 
to  States  for  nnlYersities  and  schools^  for  the  constraction  of  public  buildings,  and  in 
aid  of  railroads  and  other  works  of  internal  improTement,  are  not  held  to  exclude  all 
lands  in  which  minerals  may  be  found,  hut  only  those  where  the  mineral  is  in  suffi- 
cient quantity  to  add  to  their  richness  and  to  Justify  expenditure  for  its  extraction, 
and  known  to  be  so  at  the  date  of  the  grant. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  clear  that  the  evi- 
dence falls  to  prove  the  mineral  character  of  the  land  in  question  at  or 
before  the  first  day  of  August,  1876.  It  is  urged  that  to  affirm  your 
office  decision  will  be  tantamount  to  overruling  the  case  of  Central  Pa- 
cific Eailroad  Co.  et  ah  v.  Valentine  (11  L.  D.,  238).  This  contention  is 
not  sound.  The  Valentine  case,  in  so  far  as  it  has  any  application, 
tends  to  support  the  conclusion  reached  in  this  case.  The  judgment 
appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


PLiACEB  MINING  CLAIM— KNOWN  IjODB. 

Obosfield  "0.  NieaEB  Hill  Gonsolidated  Minings  Go. 

A  placer  entry  made  for  the  pnrpose  of  securing  title  to  lodes  and  veins  known  to 
exist  in  the  land  so  entered  is  in  violation  of  law  and  must  be  canceled. 

Secretary  Ifohle  to  the  OommisHoner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June 

22^  1892. 

On  May  8,  1884,  the  N^igger  Hill  Gonsolidated  Hydraulic  Mining 
Gompany,  by  John  Herrman,  its  president,  filed  application  for  patent 
for  its  placer  mining  claim  designated  as  lot  ^o.  391,  and  situated  in 
Bawling  Mining  district,  Lawrence  Gounty,  South  Dakota,  containing 
seventy-two  acres. 

In  the  application  no  exclusion  was  made  of  any  conflict  with  any 
lode  claim,  and  during  the  period  of  publication  no  adverse  claims  nor 
protests  were  filed;  consequently,  on  July  22, 1884,  said  company  made 
mineral  entry  No.  174  of  said  lot  391. 

On  July  16, 1888,  Edmund  Grosfield  filed  a  protest  against  said  entry 
and  the  issuance  of  a  patent  thereon,  alleging  in  substance  tliat  he  is 
part  owner  in  the  Gray  Eagle,  Uncle  Sam,  Baltimore,  Yankee,  Brook- 
lyn, Bangor  and  Portland  lode  claims  bearing  tin,  and  that  some  por- 
tion of  each  lies  within  the  boundaries  of  said  placer  claim.  AIpo,  that 
there  are  a  number  of  other  lode  claims  conflicting  with  said  i)lacer, 
referring  to  the  Washington,  Steptoe,  Rattler,  Ghester,  Foxtail,  Cleave- 
land  and  others;  that  many  of  said  lode  claims  were  located  in  1877  for 
gold,  and  after  tin  was  discovered  in  1883  were  re-located  and  new  dis- 
coveries made. 

Protestant  assigned  as  a  reason  why  no  adverse  claims  had  been  made 
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during  the  period  of  publication;  that  various  officers  of  said  company 
promised  protestant  and  other  lode  owners  that  if  no  adverse  claims 
were  filed,  the  company  would  take  patent  with  full  reservations  of  all 
lode  claims. 

A  trial  was  had  on  these  charges^  and  after  considering  the  evidence 
submitted  the  register  and  receiver  held  that  the  Steptoe,  Uncle  Sam, 
Chester,  Baltimore,  Battler,  Giant  Gleaveland  and  Portland  lode 
claims,  were  in  conflict  with  the  placer  claim,  and  that  they  were  kiiowa 
lode  claims  prior  to  the  placer  application.  They  therefore  recommended 
the  cancellation  of  the  placer  entry  to  the  extent  of  the  conflicts  with 
said  lode  claims.  The  mining  company  appealed  from  the  flndiug  of 
the  local  land  officers  to  your  office. 

On  April  26, 1890,  you  considered  the  case  and  held  the  placer  entry 
for  cancellation  only  to  the  extent  of  the  conflict  with  the  Yankee  and 
Steptoe  lode  claims. 

An  appeal  has  been  taken  from  your  decision  to  this  Department 

The  maps  on  file  in  this  case  show  that  the  following  named  lode  claims 
are  in  conflict,  in  whole  or  in  part,  with  the  placer  claim  of  the  Nigger 
Hill  Consolidated  Hydraulic  Mining  Company;  the  Centennial  or  Ber- 
tha, Uncle  Sam,  Yankee,  Boston  or  Baltimore,  Portland,  Washington, 
Bangor,  Brooklyn,  Fox  Tail,  Modoc  Chief,  Crow  Dog,  Lula,  O'Brien 
Fraction,  Bear  Fraction,  Grey  Eagle,  Dexter,  Rosa,  Steptoe,  Battler, 
Chester,  Peck  Fraction,  Mace,  Eureka,  Mary  Ann  and  Del  Korte. 

The  great  volume  of  evidence  makes  it  inconvenient  to  apply  the  par- 
ticular parts  thereof  applicable  to  particular  lodes  named. 

The  Steptoe  was  located  December  6,  1883;  Baltimore  (Boston)  lo- 
cated July  26,  1883;  Chester  located  June  24,  1882,-  Battler  located 
July  26,  1883;  Portland  located  July  3,  1877;  Morning  Star  located 
August  17, 1883,  relocated  as  Cleveland  on  February  2, 1885 ;  Unde 
Sam  located  August  1,  1883 ;  Yankee  located  August  12, 1883.  The 
Modoc  Chief,  Crow  Dog,  and  Lulu  located  prior  to  May  8, 1884,  but 
as  they  are  now  patented  there  is  no  conflict  of  ownership  in  reference 
to  them.  It  may  be  asserted  here  that  the  placer  claimant  in  its  applica- 
tion did  not  mention  their  existence,  nor  that  any  of  the  locations  ex- 
isted. Said  claimant  is  therefore  estopped  from  asserting  any  owner- 
ship thereover  by  means  of  its  entry  and  application.  Its  title  to  the 
last  named  three  lodes  rests  on  the  purchase  thereof  from  the  rightful 
owners. 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  taken  as  an  entirety,  shows  that  the  land 
covered  by  the  placer  entry  is  of  but  little  value  for  placer  mining,  and 
that  while  many  lode  locations  have  been  made  on  this  ground  in  the 
X)ast,  it  was  not  until  1883  that  the  lodes  had  any  great  value.  Many 
of  these  old  locations  made  between  1860  and  1880  had  been  practically 
abandoned,  not  because  gold  was  not  found  in  the  fonn  of  quartz  veins 
and  lodes,  but  because  with  the  facilities  at  hand  they  could  not  be 
made  to  produce  profitably.   The  same  may  be  said  of  placer  mining. 
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Many  of  the  owners  of  placer  claims  in  these  gulches  could  not 
make  fair  wages  by  placer  mining.  The  mining  properties  situated 
along  these  gulches  and  included  in  this  placer  application,  were  not 
of  much  value,  but  in  1883  tin  was  discovered.  This  gave  to  the  prop- 
erties a  prospective  value.  Specimens  have  been  taken  to  Oornwall, 
England,  by  the  present  owner  of  the  placer  entry  and  others,  and  be- 
ing assayed  there  have  been  shown  to  produce  tin  in  quantity  and 
quality  to  compare  favorably  with  the  best  tin  mines  in  the  world.  It 
cannot  be  doubted,  if  the  evidence  in  this  case  be  true,  that  these  tin 
mines  are  capable  of  being  profitably  worked  for  their  product.  Tin 
ore  appears  in  croppingson  the  surface  of  the  ground,  and  is  also  found 
in  ledges  and  veins  beneath  the  surface  according  to  the  testimony. 

In  view  of  aU  the  facts  in  this  case,  it  seems  clear  that  the  plaeer 
patent  is  sought  for  the  purpose  of  securing  title  to  this  land,  not  for 
placer  mining,  but  for  the  lodes  contaiued  therein.  Nothing  is  clearer 
than  that  the  proprietor  of  the  placer  claim  regards  the  property 
as  valuable  because  of  the  tin  it  contains.  He  knew  of  the  existence 
of  this  tin  ore  before  he  applied  for  the  placer  patent,  but  whether  he 
knew  it  or  not,  it  was  known  in  1883,  and  has  been  known  since.  The 
tin  does  not  appear  in  the  form  of  placer  but  is  found  in  veins  and  lodes. 
The  placer  claimant  is  already  the  owner  of  several  of  these  lode  claims 
procured  through  purchase  and  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  assessment 
work  that  has  been  done  on  the  placer  claim  has  been  done  in  the  way 
of  quartz  mining  and  prospecting. 

The  evidence  shows  that  thefollowing  lode  claims  located  subsequent 
to  the  placer  application,  include  within  their  respective  boundaries 
known  lodes  and  veins  of  tin,  and  that  the  existence  of  such  was  known 
prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  the  application  for  placer  patent,  to  wit: 
O'Brien  Fraction  Peck  Fraction,  Bosa,  Bear,  Fraction,  Grey  Eagle, 
Fox  Tail,  Brooklin,  Bangor,  Washington  and  GentenniaL 

Said  placer  entry  should  be  canceled. 

Tour  judgment  is  accordingly  modified. 


PBX-BMPTIOK  UKAIi  PBOOF-BQTTITABIiB  ACTIOK. 

Nancy  J.  Obews. 

Pre-emption  final  proof,  made  up  of  testimony  execated  before  an  officer  not  author- 
ized to  ta1i:e  the  same  and  supplemental  evidence  taken  outside  of  the  State  in 
which  the  land  Ib  sitnated,  may  be  accepted  with  a  view  to  equitable  action 
•  where  the  physical  condition  of  the  claimant  prevents  the  submission  of  further 
proof  in  regular  form,  and  good  faith  is  apparent. 

First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  23 j  1892. 

The  land  involved  in  this  appeal  is  the  8W.  J  Sec.  8,  T.  5  S.,  R.  42 
W.,  6th  p.  m.,  Akron,  Colorado,  land  district. 

The  record  shows  that  Nancy  J.  Crews  filed  pre-emption  declaratory 
statement  on  said  tracfc  April  1, 1887.    By  your  letter  of  May  12, 1887, 
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the  township  was  suspended  from  disposal  by  reason  of  aUeged  inae- 
enracies  in  the  sorvey.  The  claimant,  apparently,  ignorant  of  this 
order,  made  application  to  tl^  local  officers  then  in  Denver  to  make 
publication  and  offer  final  proo£  The  application  was  granted,  pabli- 
eation  ordered  and  July  24, 1888,  set  for  taking  said  proof^  before  the 
local  officers  at  Denver.  Pursuant  to  published  notice  the  daimant 
and  her  witnesses  appeared  at  the  local  office  on  said  day  and  offered 
her  proof,  the  register  and  receiver  declined  to  take  the  same  for  the 
reason  that  the  township  had  been  suspended.  She  then  went  to  a 
notary  public  before  whom  she  andher  witnesses  made  proof  on  the  reg- 
ular blank  provided  for  that  puriK>se.  The  proof  thus  made  was  thm 
tendered  the  local  officers  but  was  refused  for  the  reason  that  ^  said 
tract  of  land  having  been  withdrawn  by  the  Department,  this  office  is 
not  allowed  to  accept  any  proof  upon  any  lands  embraced  within  the 
limits,"  etc. 

Claimant  appealed  from  this  decision,  and  you  by  letter  of  October 
26, 1888,  affirmed  said  decision.  She  again  appealed  to  this  Depart 
ment,  where  it  was  decided  on  February  8, 1890,  that  ^^in  the  present 
condition  of  this  record  I  am  unable  to  determine  whether  claimant  is 
entitled  to  prove  up  on  said  land  "  and  a  report  was  called  for  from  yon, 
showing  the  reasons  for  the  withdrawal,  and  whether  it  was  still  in 
force.  As  a  result  of  this  inquiry,  it  was  ascertained  that  the  land  had 
been  re-instated  by  letter  of  June  20, 1889,  and  by  letter  of  Juue  17, 

1890,  you  directed  the  local  officers,  as  follows: 

In  view  of  the  acceptance  of  the  new  survey  the  case  is  herewith  returned  for 
proper  disposition,  and  in  this  connection  you  are  directed  to  proceed  with  aU  proper 
dispatch  to  adjnst  this  claim;  as  the  claimant  is  suffering  fiNHB  error  for  which  she 
was  in  no  way  responsible.  She  will  of  course  be  required  to  make  proof  accordiDg 
to  the  law  and  regulation. 

It  appears  that  claimant,  through  her  attorney,  then  requested  '^in- 
structions as  to  whether  or  not  entry  shall  be  allowed  upon  the  proof 
heretofore  made."  This  resulted  in  a  decision  (12  L.  D.,  560)  holding 
that  "  Pre-emption  final  proof  can  not  be  accepted  where  the  final  affi- 
davit is  made  before  a  notary  public." 

The  claimant  then  filed  a  petition  in  the  local  office,  dated  July  U, 

1891,  asking  to  be  allowed  to  make  her  final  proof  and  affidavit  before 
the  clerk  of  the  county  court  of  Wayne  county,  Illinois,  and  that  of  her 
witnesses  before  the  local  officers  at  Akron.    In  her  petition  it  is  said : 

And  claimant  would  fiirther  represent  that  she  was  in  no  wise  responsible  for  the 
withdrawal -of  said  land  from  entry  or  the  refusal  of  the  register  and  receiver  afore- 
said, to  hear  the  testimony  she  offered  in  said  case. 

And  that  she  has  continued  the  cultivation  and  improvement  of  said  land  to  the 
present  time. 

Claimant  at  this  time  (July  24,  1888)  was  past  sixty-two  years  of  age,  in  very  poor 
health  and  subject  to  a  species  of  falling  fit,  and  it  was  deemed  extremely  dangerous 
by  her  physician  and  relatives  for  her  to  remain  alone  upon  said  claim;  and  on  the 
followiug  August,  she  was  removed  to  the  residence  of  her  son  L.  £.  Crews  where 
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Bhe  was  stricken  with  paralysis  on  or  about  April  lOth,  1889.  Since  that  time  she  has 
been  absolntely  helpless  and  she  is  now  under  the  care  of  her  daaghter^  M.  E.  Sharp 
in  Wayne  oounty,  Illinois,  and  is  totally  nnable  to  appear  before  the  register  and 
receiver  of  the  United  States  Land  Office  at  Akron,  Colorado.  « 

The  statements  in  regard  to  her  phTsical  condition  are  corroborated 
by  the  affidavits  of  members  of  her  family  and  her  physicians.  The 
local  officers  referred  this  petition  to  you  with  the  request  that  the 
prayer  be  granted.  You  by  letter  of  July  18, 1891,  refiised  to  grant  her 
request,  whereupon  she  prosecutes  this  appeal. 

In  the  absence  of  any  adverse  claim  to  this  land  the  only  question 
here  is  simply  one  for  the  action  of  the  Department  to  permit  the  claim- 
ant to  make  her  final  proof  and  entry.  There  is  no  question  as  to  her 
good  faith  or  her  honest  endeavor  to  comply  with  the  law,  and  her  sub- 
sequent misfortunes  should  not,  under  the  circumstances  prevent  her 
^om  perfecting  her  entry. 

You  will,  therefore,  instruct  the  local  officers  to  accept  the  final  proof 
of  claimant  and  to  permit  her  to  make  final  entry  and  if  any  further 
affidavits  of  claimant  are  required  for  this  purpose  they  may  be  taken 
before  the  clerk  of  the  county  court  of  Wayne  county,  Illinois,  Eebecca 
0.  WilUams  (6  L.  D.,  710) ;  William  H.  Bowman  (7  L.  D.,  18).  When  the 
final  entry  shall  have  been  completed  the  local  officers  will  return  all 
the  papers  to  you,  and  you  will  refer  the  same  to  the  board  of  equitable 
adjudication  for  final  disposition. 

Your  decision  is  thus  modified. 


PBACnCIB^fflBVICGS  OF  FOTICK-^TCTBISDIOTIOH* 

Davison  v.  Beattie. 

A  case  shonld  be  dismisned  where  it  has  onoe  been  con  tinned  in  order  that  service 
of  notice  may  be  perfected  and  the  contestant  refdees  and  neglects  to  secnre 
proper  service. 

A  defendant  who  enters  formal  objection  to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  local  office  does  not 
waive  his  right  to  be  heard  thereon  by  subsequently  taking  part  in  the  proceed- 
ings before  said  office. 

First  Aaristant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General 

La/nd  Offlce^  Jtme  25  j  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  Thomas  Davison  in  case  of  himself 
against  George  D.  Beattie  from  your  decision  of  March  18,'  1891,  dis- 
missing his  contest  against  the  timber  culture  entry  of  Beattie  for  the 
NWi,  Sec.  17,  T.  108  N.,  R.  61  W.,  MitcheU,  South  Dakota,  land  dis- 
trict. 

This  entry  was  made  April  25, 1884,  and  on  May  5, 1888,  Davison  at- 
tempted to  initiate  a  contest  against  it.  He  filed  an  affidavit  of  con- 
test, and  notice  was  issued  thereon  flying  the  hearing  for  July  15, 1888. 
14561— VOL.  14 44 
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X>n  May  10, 1888,  Davison  filed  an  affidavit  for  service  by  publication 
in  which  he  set  ont  ^Hhat  he  has  made  due  and  diligent  search  and  in- 
quiry for  the  whereabouts  and  address  of  claimant,"  but  does  not  set 
out  anything  that  he  did,  nor  any  fact  to  show  diligence,  as  required  by 
rule  11. 

On  June  27, 1888,  he  appeared  and  filed  another  affidavit  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  was  the  contestant  in  the  case, 

that  the  notice  has  been  posted  on  the  land  and  duly  adyertised,  bat  he  this  day 
learns  that  by  an  oyersight  the  register's  notice  has  not  been  sent,  that  he  has  still 
been  unable  to  learn  the  whereabouts  of  said  Beattie  and  can  not  get  personal  serr- 
ice  since,  and  therefore  asks  that  the  hearing  be  postponed  to  enable  him  to  get 
jervioe. 

The  affidavit  was  noted  by  the  officers  ^^  Publication  granted  and  case 
continued  to  August  17, 1888,  9  a.  m." 

On  the  27th  of  June,  a  notice  was  published  accordingly,  and  on 
August  17,  the  a4Joumed  day  for  hearing,  the  attorney  of  Davison 
appeared  and  filed  his  affidavit  stating  that  his  client  and  his  witnesses 
resided  about  forty  miles  firom  Mitchell;  that  they  were  busy  harvest- 
ing and  could  not  attend  the  hearing  and  he  asked  a  continuance  until 
September  12, 1888,  which  was  granted,  the  claimant  being  in  defiinlt 
On  September  12,  the  contestant  and  his  attorney  appeared  and  an 
attorney  entered  special  appearance  for  Beattie  for  the  purpose  of  mov- 
ing to  dismiss,  which  motion  was  based  upon  the  facts  appeariDg  on 
the  face  of  the  affidavit  for  service  by  publication  that  it  did  not  state 
any  act  that  constituted  diligent  search  and  inquiry,  etc.,  as  required 
by  rule  11,  Eules  of  Practice;  (2)  that  a  copy  of  the  notice  was  not 
mailed  by  registered  letter  to  the  last  known  address  of  the  claimant, 
as  required  by  rule  12  (14)  Bules  of  Practice. 

This  is  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  one  Silsby  who,  among  other 
things,  avers  that  Davison  knew  the  address  of  Geo.  D.  Beattie,  and 
further  that  he  knew  that  Edward  W.  Beattie,  brother  of  George,  was 
the  agent  of  George  for  the  care  and  management  of  the  land  in  con- 
troversy, and  that  Davison  knew  his  address. 

This  motion  was  overruled  by  the  local  officers,  and  the  case  was  then 
continued  to  November  7, 1888,  they  say  "  to  allow  the  contestant  an 
opportunity  to  cure  the  defects  in  his  papers  and  perfect  his  service.'' 
A  notice  of  the  continuance  was  given  by  publication.  Nothing  appears 
to  have  been  done  to  obtain  service.  No  new  affidavit  or  publication 
was  made  under  this  ruling  and  order. 

The  contestant,  on  September  14, 1888,  filed  what  he  called  an  <^  at- 
taching" contest  affidavit,  and  desired  to  try  the  case  on  his  former 
iiffidavit,  and  if  he  should  fail,  then  to  try  it  on  this  new  affidavit. 
The  local  officers  held  that  this  was  improi>er ;  that  it  could  not  be  al- 
lowed as  an  <<  attaching  contest,"  but  that  it  might  be  considered  as  an 
■amended  affidavit  or  amendment  to  the  original,  to  which  the  contest- 
ant objected,  and  reftised  to  so  hear  the  case. 
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OnKovember  7, 1888^  the  contestant  appeared  with  his  attorney  and 
witnesses^  but  he  having  made  no  farther  effort  to  obtain  service  on 
the  claimant,  the  attorney  of  claimant  appeared  specially  and  renewed 
his  motion  to  dismiss,  and  insists  that  the  contestant  has  not  complied 
with  the  order  or  the  permission  to  cure  the  defects  in  his  papers  or  to 
obtain  service  of  notice,  and  that  no  service  has  been  made  on  the 
claimant,  and  that  he  is  not  in  court.  This  motion  was  overruled,  and 
after  noting  exceptions  and  appealing  therefrom,  the  attorney  of  claim- 
ant proceeded  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses  and  to  try  the  case.  The 
local  ofiicers,  on  the  testimony  furnished,  recommended  the  cancella- 
turn  of  the  entry,  from  which,  as  well  as  from  the  rulings  and  orders  of 
the  register  and  receiver  the  claimant  appealed. 

Tou,  on  March  18, 1891,  held  that  the  aflDdavit  for  publication  was 
insuf^cient;  that  the  rules  and  regulations  had  not  been  complied 
with ;  that  the  local  of&cers  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  claim- 
ant, and  that  they  erred  in  assuming  jurisdiction.  You  reversed  their 
decision  and  dismissed  the  contest,  from  which  the  contestant  appealed. 

Four  assignments  of  error  are  made.  The  third  assigument  virtually 
admits  that  the  local  officers  erred,  but  appellant  says  you  erred  <^  in 
holding  that  the  contestant  lost  his  rights  by  the  error  of  the  local 
office,  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  office  did  err."  The  assignments 
are  substantially  that  you  erred  in  the  law  of  the  case. 

The  pai>ers  are  all  before  me,  and  the  action  of  the  officers  on  each  is 
endorsed  thereon.  The  error  made  by  the  local  officers  was  not  in  re- 
fusing to  dismiss  the  case  and  in  granting  the  continuance  '^to  allow 
the  contestant  an  opportunity  to  cure  the  defects  in  his  papers  and 
perfect  service,"  as  stated  by  you.  This  could  not  work  any  iigustice 
and  was  not  a  final  order  or  judgment,  but  they  allowed  a  publication 
on  an  insufficient  affidavit,  and  when  attention  was  called  to  it,  and 
the  continuance  was  granted,  the  contestant  refused  to  make  service 
on  contestee  or  to  do  anything  further  toward  perfecting  service.  Then 
the  local  officers  proceeded  to  a  hearing  when  they  had  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  party  defendant.  They  say  in  their  decision  that  on  August  17, 
1888,  they  called  the  attention  of  the  attorney  for  contestant  to  the  ir- 
regularity in  his  papers,  in  answer  to  which  he  said  ^^  he  would  take  his 
chances;  that  he  did  not  believe  an  appearance  would  be  made  by 
claimant  at  any  rate."  They  fhrther  state  in  their  decision  that  at  the 
continuance  which  was  made  that  service  might  be  obtained,  ><  the  at- 
torney for  contestant  became  very  violent  and.  abusive  in  his  language 
toward  the  register,  demanding  that  he  be  allowed  to  put  in  his  testi- 
mony at  any  rate."  They  fhrther  state  that  at  the  hearing  they  had 
doubts  about  proceeding,  and  as  to  the  correctness  of  their  ruling,  but 
^'The  contestant's  attorney  was  so  positive  as  to  the  complete  and  legal 
character  of  his  service,  and  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  through- 
out, that  we  concluded  to  i>ermit  him  to  proceed  to  trial." 

It  is  said  in  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  that  ^'  the  case  then  pro- 
ceeded to  trial,  when  the  claimant  put  in  a  general  appearance."    If  a 
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party  objeeting  to  the  jurisdiction  waiyes  that  objection  and  enters 
his  appearance^  he  cannot  afterward,  upon  losing  his  case,  fieJI  back 
upon  his  prior  objections,  but  where  a  party  puts  himself  npon  record 
as  objecting  to  the  jurisdiction,  and  his  objection  is  overruled,  he  does 
not  lose  his  right  by  going  to  trial  It  was  said  in  the  case  of  Water- 
house  (9  L.  D.,  131)  ^^nor  did  the  subsequent  participation  of  counsel 
in  the  examination  of  witnesses  after  his  motion  to  dismiss  was  over- 
ruled,  in  any  way  affect  the  force  of  his  objection  to  the  lurisdiction,'' 
citing  Harkness  v.  Hyde  (98  TJ.  S.,  476). 

The  claimant,  upon  the  overruling  of  his  motion  to  dismiss,  imme- 
diately excepted  and  prepared  his  '^  bill  of  exceptions''  presented  his 
api>eal  from  the  action  of  the  local  officers.  This  appeal  thus  prepared 
could  not  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  officers.  The  refusal  to  dis- 
miss was  not  a  final  order,  but  the  appeal  amounted  to  a  ^'biU  of  excep- 
tions," and  upon  final  judgment  he  api>ealed  and  assigns  as  error  (1) 
the  overruling  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  filed  September  12, 1888;  (2) 
the  overruling  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  filed  November  7, 1888.  The 
former  ruling,  as  has  been  stated,  and  the  continuance  could  not  be 
said  to  work  injustice,  but  upon  the  neglect  and  refusal  of  the  contest- 
ant to  do  anything  toward  perfecting  service,  the  local  officers  should 
have  sustained  the  motion  to  dismiss.  From  the  statements  of  the 
local  officers  they  proceeded  with  the  hearing  against  their  better  judg- 
ment simply  because  urged  to  do  so  by  counsel  for  contestant,  and  the 
claimant  having  entered  his  objection  of  record  and  insisted  upon  it 
lost  nothing  by  proceeding  to  contest  the  case  on  the  hearing.  In 
Harkness  v.  Hyde  {supra)^  the  court  said:  ^^He  is  not  considered  as 
abandoning  his  objection  because  he  does  not  submit  to  further  pro- 
ceedings without  contestation."  <^It  is  only  where  he  pleads  to  the 
merits  in  the  first  instance,  without  insisting  upon  the  illegality,  that 
the  objection  is  deemed  to  be  waived."  I  am  satisfied  that  the  elaun- 
ant  did  not  intend  to  waive  and  did  not  waive  his  objection  by  his 
action  subsequent  to  the  overruling  of  his  motion*  In  &ct,  it  is  not 
claimed  by  contestant  that  any  appearance  was  entered  or  the  objection 
waived. 

Your  judgment  dismissing  the  contest  is  affirmed. 


BATLBOAB  OBANT-INDEMKITY-PBE-SMPTIOK  JFTLmO^ 

IfOBTHBBN  PAOIPIO  B.  B.  GO.  V.  BeNTSON. 

Ko  rights  are  secured  under  an  indemnity  selection  of  land  embraced  within  an  un- 
expired pre-emption  filing  of  record. 

Secretary  Nolle  to  the  Oommiasioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office^  June 

^7, 189J2. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Nortiiern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
V.  Erick  Bentson,  involving  the  SW.  J  of  the  SW.  i,  Sec.  17,  and  the 
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ISTE.  i  of  the  NB.  i,  Sec.  19,  T.  54  K,  E.  12  W.,  Dnluth  land  district, 
Minnesota,  on  appeal  by  the  company  from  your  decision  of  April  3, 
1891,  sustaining  the  local  officers  in  r^ecting  the  company's  proffered 
selection  of  said  tract. 

This  land  is  within  the  forty  miles,  second  indemnity  belt,  of  the 
grant  for  said  company,  on  account  of  which  a  withdrawal  was  made 
by  letter  of  October  11, 1883,  received  at  the  local  office  October  15, 
1883,  and  on  November  10, 1883,  the  company  applied  to  select  this 
tract,  its  application  being  rejected  for  conflict  with  the  unexpired  pre- 
emption filingj  Ko.  2660,  by  John  A.  McKeuzie,  filed  June  7, 1882,  alleg- 
ing settlement  March  15, 1882,  from  which  action  the  company  appealed. 

On  July  6, 1887,  Erick  Bentson,  the  present  claimant,  filed  declara- 
tory statement  Ko.  4120,  covering  the  tracts  in  question,  alleging  set- 
tlement June  28, 1887,  upon  which  he  made  proof  and  payment,  after 
due  notice  by  publication,  and  cash  certificate  No.  10,397  issued  thereon, 
December  3, 1888. 

2fo  action  appears  to  have  been  taken  upon  the  company's  appeal 
from  the  rejection  of  its  application  to  select  this  laud,  until  considered 
in  your  decision  of  AprU  3, 1891,  in  connection  with  the  entry  by  Bent- 
son,  when  the  rejection  was  sustained. 

In  its  appeal  to  this  Department,  the  company  urges  that  it  had  a 
right  to  select  this  land  when  its  application  was  presented,  subject  to 
the  rights  of  the  pre-emption  filing  then  of  record,  and  that  its  appeal 
was  a  bar  to  the  filing  and  entry  by  Bentson  subsequently  allowed. 

The  sole  question  for  consideration  is,  as  to  the  rights  gained  by  the 
company,  under  its  selection  presented  for  this  tract  while  embraced  in 
the  unexpired  pre-emption  filing  by  McKenzie,  for,  if  the  company 
gained  no  rights  thereby,  the  land  was  subject  to  the  filing  and  entry 
by  Bentson. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  existence  of  9k  prima  fnoie  valid 
pre-emption  filing  at  the  date  when  the  right  of  the  road  attaches  ex- 
cepts the  land  covered  thereby  from  the  operation  of  the  grant.  If  such 
a  filing  wUl  defeat  the  attachment  of  rights  under  the  grant,  it  is  also 
a  bar  to  the  selection  of  land  for  indemnity  purposes,  and  the  selection 
in  question  was  properly  rejected. 

It  is  a  well  established  principle  that  the  right  acquired  by  an  indem- 
nily  selection  is  dependent  upon  the  status  of  the  land  at  the  date  of 
selection.    Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  B'y  Oo.  fi.  Beal,  10  L.  D.,  504; 
Hastings  and  Dakota  B^y  Oo.  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba 
B'y  Co.,  13  L.  D.,  535. 

In  the  last  mentioned  case  the  Hastings  and  Dakota  Bailway  Com- 
pany sought  to  select  a  tract  already  embraced  in  a  selection  by  the  St. 
Pai]d,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Bailway  Company,  alleging  invalidity 
in  the  selection  then  of  record,  and  asked  that  in  the  event  that  the 
Manitoba  Company  is  found  not  to  be  entitled  to  the  same  that  the 
Hastings  and  Dakota  Bailroad  Company  be  then  given  the  preference 
under  its  selection. 
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It  was  there  held  that  ^^  this  wonld  be  contrary  to  all  practice,  and 
conld  only  be  granted  upon  the  supposition  that  a  selection  is  a  con- 
tinuing light,  and  will  attach  at  any  time  whenever  the  land  may  be- 
come subject  thereto,  without  regard  to  its  condition  at  the  date  of  its 
presentation." 

In  the  case  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Bailway  Company  v. 
Trammel  (14  L.  D.,  605),  it  was  held  that  the  continued  settlement  by 
one  Ard,  under  a  filing  which  had  expired  long  prior  to  selection,  was 
a  bar  to  the  selection  of  the  tract  so  settled  upon,  and  that  a  selection 
made  at  that  time  did  not  hold  the  land  as  against  Trammel,  who  subse- 
quently applied  to  enter  the  same. 

Under  these  decisions  it  is  plain  that  no  rights  were  acquired  by  the 
company  under  the  selection  made  at  a  time  when  the  land  was  claimed 
under  the  pre-emption  filing  of  McKenzie,  uncanceled  upon  the  records 
and  unexpired,  and  as  no  further  selection  was  made  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  within  which  proof  should  have  been  made  under  the 
filing,  and  before  the  settlement  and  filing  by  Beutson,  the  land  in  ques- 
tion was  properly  subject  to  his  settlement  and  filing,  and  your  decision 
is  accordingly  affirmed. 


railroad  grant— withdrawal-amended  map— estoppel. 

Northern  Faoifio  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Funk. 

The  relinquishment  by  the  company  of  lands  not  inclnded  within  a  withdrawal  on 
a  map  of  amended  general  ronte,  estops  it  from  asserting  any  claim  thereto  under 
the  first  withdrawal  as  against  one  who,  relying  upon  snch  relinquishment,  set- 
tles upon  said  land,  although  the  action  of  the  Department  in  accepting  said  map 
may  be  subsequently  held  erroneous. 

Secretary  Noble  to  the  Oommisftioner  of  the  Oeneral  Lwnd  Office^  June  37 j 

1892. 

• 

I  have  considered  the  appeal  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Oom- 
pany  from  your  decision  of  May  7, 1891,  rejecting  its  claim  to  the  S.  ^ 
of  WN.  i  and  IT.  i  of  SW.  J,  Sec  27,  T.  27  N.,  B.  6  E.,  Seattle,  Wash- 
ington, and  holding  that  said  tract  was  subject  to  the  homestead  entry 
of  Virginias  W.  Funk,  made  July  1, 1884. 

The  tract  in  controversy  is  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  to 
said  company  upon  its  branch  line  as  definitely  located,  September  3, 
1884. 

Prior  thereto— to  wit,  on  July  1,  1884, — ^Virginius  W.  Funk  made 
homestead  entry  of  the  tract,  and,  on  December  5, 1890,  he  made  final 
proo^  against  which  the  company  protested,  contending  that  said  tract 
was  not  open  to  settlement  and  entry  on  July  1,  1884,  having  been 
withdrawn  for  the  benefit  of  said  company. 

You  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  local  officers  rejecting  the  claim  of 
the  company,  firom  which  decision  it  apx>ealed,  assigning  several  grounds 
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of  errorS;  the  substance  of  which  is  embodied  in  the  third  groundy  as 
follows,  to  wit: 

■  • 

Error  not  to  haye  ruled  that  as  the  Department  had  decided  that  there  was  no  an- 
thority  for  acceptance  of  an  amended  general  route  or  withdrawal  thereon,  that  the 
withdrawal  of  1879  was  void  and  that  the  statutory  withdrawal  of  1873  was  and 
always  had  been  in  fall  force  and  effect. 

This  tract  was  included  in  the  withdrawal  of  lands  made  for  the  benefit 
of  this  grant  upon  filing  of  map  of  general  route,  August  15, 1873^  but, 
subsequently,  the  company  presented  an  amended  map  of  general  route, 
which  excluded  this  trac^  and  asked  that  such  amended  map  be  re- 
ceived in  lieu  of  the  map  filed  August  15, 1873.  The  amended  map 
was  finally  accepted,  June  11, 1879,  and  the  company  then  relinquished 
all  claim  to  lands  within  the  withdrawal  of  1873,  which  fell  outside  ot 
the  withdrawal  of  1879. 

It  is  contended  by  the  company  that  the  Department  having  held  that 
there  was  no  authority  in  law  for  the  acceptance  of  an  amended  map 
of  general  route  or  of  the  withdrawal  of  lands,  that  the  withdrawal  of 
1879  was  absolutely  void  and  the  withdrawal  of  1873  has  always  been 
in  fuU  force  and  efiect. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  a  decision  of  this  case,  either  to  admit  or  con- 
trovert this  proposition.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  efiect  of  the 
withdrawal  of  1879,  it  can  not  afi^ect  the  right  of  this  defendant,  which 
does  not  depend  upon  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  either  withdrawal, 
but  upon  the  action  of  the  company  in  asking  for  a  second  withdrawal 
on  amended  general  route,  and  the  relinquishment  and  waiver  of  all 
claim  to  the  tracts  that  did  not  fall  within  the  limits  of  said  withdrawal^ 
ux>on  which  he  acted  in  settling  upon  and  improving  the  land. 

The  relinquishment  of  all  claim  to  lands  not  falling  within  the  with- 
drawal of  1879  estops  the  company  from  afterwards  asserting  a  right 
or  claim  to  lands  falling  outside  of  said  limits  as  against  a  settler  who 
made  settlement  and  improvement  upon  the  faith  of  such  relinquish- 
ment, although  the  action  of  the  land  department  upon  which  the  com- 
pany acted  may  afterwards  be  declared  erroneous  or  void. 

Your  decision  in  affirmed. 

RAHAOAD  GRAirr-SETTIiEMSNT  CI^AIMS— BEIilXQUISHMEITr. 

HUBBAKD  V.  KOBTHEBN  PAOIFIO  B.  B.  OO. 

The  act  of  Jnne  22, 1874,  and  Angnst  29,  1890,  while  offering  indnoements  to  rail- 
road companies  to  relinquish  lands  on  which  entries  or  filings  have  been  made, 
leave  them  at  liberty  to  relinquish  or  not,  as  they  may  deem  best. 

Secretary  Ifoble  to  the  Oommissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  27 j 

1892. 

Oaroline  F.  Hubbard  has  appealed  from  your  decision  of  March  19, 
1891,  a£Eb:ming  the  action  of  the  local  office  in  rejecting  her  application 
to  file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  N.  E.  \  of  N.  E.  ^  of 
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Sec.  25,  T.  21  K,  E.  4  B.,  the  S.  i  of  the  S.  W.  J  and  the  S.  W.  J  of  the 
S.  E.  i  of  Sec,  19,  T.  21  N.,  E.  6  E.,  Seattle  land  district,  Washington. 

The  ground  of  the  rejection  was  that  the  tract  was  within  the  primary 
limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  branch 
line,  and  has  been  continuously  withdrawn  since  August  13,  1870; 
within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  same  date  upon  the  general 
route  of  the  main  line,  but  lies  north  of  the  terminus  as  established  in 
18755  within  the  limits  of  the  withdrawal  of  August  20, 1873,  upon  the 
map  of  general  route  of  the  branch  line;  within  the  limits  of  the  with- 
drawal upon  the  map  of  amended  general  route  of  said  line,  filed  June 
11, 1879;  and  within  the  granted  limits  upon  the  definite  location  of 
the  branch  line,  filed  March  26, 1884. 

The  records  show  no  entry  or  filing  for  any  part  of  the  tract,  and  the 
applicant  alleges  no  claim,  prior  to  her  alleged  settlement  in  1883. 

In  her  appeal  she  withdraws  her  application  and  waives  all  right  to 
a  portion  of  the  tract  originally  claimed  by  her,  but  persists  in  her  claim 
to  the  K.  E.  i  of  the  N.  E.  4  of  Sec.  25,  T.  21,  K.,  E.  4  E.,  and  contends 
that — 

By  virtae  of  the  act  of  June  22,  1874  as  amended  by  the  act  of  Aogost  29, 1890,  she 
is  entitled  to  have  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  reUnquish  to  the  gOTem- 
ment  their  chtlm  to  the  said  "  forty  "  and  she  be  allowed  to  make  her  filing  on  the 
same  nunc  pro  tune. 

The  acts  of  June  22, 1874,  (18  Stat.,  194),  and  August  29, 1890,  (26 
Stat.,  369),  while  holding  out  inducements  to  railroad  companies  to  re- 
linquish lands  upon  which  entries  or  iilings  have  been  made,  leave  them 
at  liberty  to  relinquish  or  not,  as  they  may  see  flt.  (See  Circular  of 
November  1, 1890—11  L.  D.,  434.) 

I  do  not  see  how  the  Department  can  do  more  than  it  has  done  in  the 
premises,  hence,  your  decision  is  afSrmed. 


PBACTICK-APFEDAVIT  OF  CONTBST— GOBROBORA.TTOK. 

HlLLaEN  V.  BeEZLET. 

An  affidavit  of  contest  agahist  an  entry  Ib  not  required  to  be  corroborated  by  more 
than  one  witness. 

First  Assistcmt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commisftioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  28^  1892. 

April  6, 1891,  Joseph  Beezley  made  cash  entry,  at  The  Dalles,  Ore- 
gon, Land  Ofllce,  for  the  NW.  J  and  the  N.  J  of  the  KE.  i  of  Sec  13, 
T.  2  S.,  E.  13  E.,  under  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  September  29, 1890 
(26  Stat.,  496),  alleging  that  he  had  settled  on  said  tract  of  land  on  or 
before  January  15, 1886,  and  had  been  in  full  and  peaceable  possession 
of  the  same  ever  since;  that  he  settled  upon  the  same  expecting  to  get 
title  from  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  etc. 

June  11, 1891,  Henry  M.  Hillgen  filed  an  affidavit  in  the  nature  of  a 
contest  in  said  office  against  so  much  of  Beezley's  said  cash  entry  as 
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embraced  the  K  i  of  the  KE.  J  of  said  section,  in  which  he  stated,  in 
snbstance,  that  Beezley  had  not  been  in  possession  of  said  H.  i  of  the 
1^.  i  of  said  section  as  set  forth  in  his  entry  afftdavit;  that,  on  the 
contrary,  he  (Hillgen)  had  been  in  snch  possession  and  nse  of  said  "S. 
I,  and  was  entitled  to  purchase  the  same  under  said  act,  and  that  the 
purchase  of  Beezley  of  said  IS.  ^  was  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the  con- 
testant, and  asked  a  hearing  to  determine  his  rights  thereto. 

STo  action  seems  to  have  been  taken  by  the  local  ofQcers,  but  the 
papers  and  proceedings  were  forwarded  to  your  offtce,  and  by  your  let- 
ter of  July  21, 1891,  you  denied  Hillgen's  application  to  contest,  for  the 
reasons: 

1st.  That  his  affidavit  was  corroborated  by  but  two  witnesses,  while 
the  affidavit  upon  which  Beezley's  purchase  was  allowed  was  also  cor- 
roborated by  two  witnesses,  and  2nd,  because  <<  there  is  no  showing  by 
Mr.  Hillgen  that  he  made  any  effort  or  ever  attempted  to  enter  under 
said  act  of  September  29, 1890,  that  portion  of  the  land  embraced  in 
Mr.  Beezley's  entry,  which  he  seeks  to  contest" 

I  find  no  authority  or  law  for  your  action.  Contests  against  entries 
allowed  are  not  required  to  be  corroborated  by  more  than  one  witness. 
(General  Oircular  of  1892,  page  74.)  This  affidavit  is  corroborated  by 
two  witnesses. 

Your  second  objection,  that  the  contestant  has  not  shown  that  he 
made  any  effort  to  enter,  etc.,  is  contradicted  by  the  record.  His  ap- 
plication to  purchase  under  said  act  is  in  the  record  before  me  and  was 
made  April  23, 1891.  If  your  objection  has  reference  to  the  circular  of 
March  31, 1891,  (12  L.  D.,  308,)  requiring  applicants  <^  to  come  forward 
within  sixty  days  and  file  in  the  local  office  a  notice  of  the  right  of 
purchase,  intended  to  be  claimed  within  the  period  named,"  the  record 
also  shows  that  on  said  date  he  filed  this  required  notice.  He  has 
therefore  complied  with  the  law  and  circulars  in  all  material  respects. 

You  will  direct  a  hearing  on  the  affidavit  of  contest. 

The  decision  of  your  office  is  reversed. 


FBACnCB-APPBAL-INTEBLOCUTOBT  OBDSB« 

Bbetell  V.  SwrPT. 

A  decision  of  the  General  Land  Office  holding  inBuffloient  the  publication  of  notice 
on  which  a  mineral  entry  is  allowed,  and  requiring  new  pnblicatioD,  is  not  an 
interlocutory  order,  but  the  denial  of  a  substantial  right  from  which  an  appeal 
winUe. 

Secretary  NohU  to  ike  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  June 

28, 1892. 

I  have  considered  the  application  of  Joseph  Swift  for  an  order  direct- 
ing yon  to  certify  to  this  Department  the  proceedings  in  the  above  en- 
tifled  case,  and  to  suspend  further  action  therein  until  this  Department 
shall  pass  upon  the  same. 


698  DECISIONS  RELATING  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS. 

The  record  shows  that  the  Sulphur  Lode  was  located  Jidy  10, 1890, 
and  application  STo.  681,  for  a  patent  was  made  March  5, 1891,  at  Bapid 
Oity,  South  Dakota.  The  first  publication  of  notice  of  said  application 
was  made  in  the  Deadwood  Weekly  Pioneer,  March  12,  and  the  last, 
May  14, 1892.    STo  adverse  claim  was  filed. 

On  May  16,  1891,  mineral  entry  No.  461,  of  said  lode  was  made  by 
said  Swift.  On  ;May  15, 1891,  George  E.  Bretell  filed  an  affidavit  at 
the  local  office  that  he  was  one  of  the  owners  of  the  Bochester  Exten- 
sion lode  in  Lawrence  county,  South  Dakota,  a  part  of  which  is  em- 
braced in  said  mineral  entry.  That  the  north  end  of  the  Sulphur  lode 
is  within  two  thousand  feet  of  the  southeast  line  of  the  incorporated 
limits  of  Lead  Oity,  in  said  county,  where  two  daily  papers  were  pub- 
lished, and  more  than  two  and  a  half  miles  firom  Deadwood,  where  the 
Weekly  Pioneer  is  published.  That  he  did  not  know  anything  of  the 
filing  of  said  mineral  application  until  May  13, 1891.  He  therefore  re- 
quested the  local  officers  to  suspend  all  action  in  the  matter  of  said  ap- 
plication until  the  same  had  been  published  in  one  of  the  Lead  City 
papers,  that  the  owners  of  conflicting  claims  might  have  proper  notice. 
This  affidavit  was  duly  corroborated  by  others.  By  your  letter  of  Jan- 
uary 14, 1892,  you  called  on  the  local  officers  for  a  report  why  said  no- 
tice was  published  in  the  Deadwood  Weekly  Pioneer. 

By  letter  of  January  18, 1892,  the  register  reported  that  though  in 
an  air  line  Lead  Oity  might  be  nearer  to  the  claim  than  Deadwood^  a 
mountain  intervened  between  the  claim  and  Lead  Oity,  and  that  com- 
munication is  much  easier  and  quicker  between  the  daim  and  Dead- 
wood  than  between  the  claim  and  Lead  Oity,  and  that  greater  publicity 
was  secured  by  publication  in  the  Deadwood  Pioneer.  By  your  letter 
of  February  4, 1892,  you  held  that  the  publication  of  said  notice  was 
not  in  a  paper  <^  published  nearest  to  such  claim,''  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 2325  Bev.  Stat.,  and  Par.  34,  of  mining  circular,  and  you  dimsted 
a  new  publication  in  a  paper  published  ^^  nearest  to  such  daim,"  and 
that  a  copy  of  such  notice  De  posted  in  the  local  office.  On  February 
29, 1892,  said  Swift  filed  in  the  local  office  an  appeal  from  your  dedsion 
which,  by  your  letter  of  March  15, 1892,  you  declined  to  receive  on  the 
ground  that  this  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  Jennie  M.  Tarr  (7  L,  D., 
67)  in  which  it  was  held  that— 

An  appefld  wiU  not  Ue  from  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  reqniTing  a  claimant  to  famish  an  additional  affldavit  in  support  of  his  entry, 
bnt  only  from  his  final  action  in  the  case  npon  the  refosal  or  failnre  of  the  entryman 
to  comply  with  said  request. 

It  is  contended  by  the  applicant  that  your  decision  of  February  4^ 
1892,  was  not  a  mere  interlocutory  order,  and  does  not  fall  within  the 
scoi)e  andtheory  of  thesaid  decision,  and  others  of  like  character,  dted 
by  you.    Bule  81  Bules  of  Practice  provides  that, — 

An  appeal  may  be  taken  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  npon  any  question  relating  to  the  dia- 
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posal  of  the  pablic  lands  and  to  prirate  land  olaimSy  except  in  case  of  interlocutory 
orders  and  decisions  and  orders  for  hearing  or  other  matter  resting  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Commissioner. 

If  the  entry  was  valid  the  applicant  is  the  equitable  owner  of  the 
mining  ground,  and  the  government  holds  the  title  in  trust  for  him. 
He  has  perfected  hisentry,  and  therefore  ^4s  entitled  to  apatenfunder 
section  2325,  Bev.  Stat.  This  is  certainly  a  substantial  right.  You 
held  in  effect  that  the  applicant's  right  to  a  patent  was  invalid  by 
reason  of  a  defective  publication  of  said  notice.  This  was  the  deter- 
mination of  a  substantial  right,  and  therefore  not  an  interlocutory 
order.  You  decided  that  Swift  was  not  entitled  to  a  patent  under  the 
circumstances. 

If  your  decision  is  not  appealable  and  a  new  publication  be  made  in 
compliance  therewith,  Bretell  may  file  an  adverse  claim,  and  then  if 
suit  be  brought,  the  question  whether  Swift  is  entitled  to  a  patent  or 
not  would  be  taken  from  the  Land  Department  and  be  relegated  to  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in  which  event  your  decision  would 
prove  to  have  been  a  final  decision  so  far  as  the  land  department  is 
concerned  of  Swift's  right  to  a  patent.  When  such  a  consequence  is- 
liable  to  result  from  your  decision,  the  refusal  of  an  appeal  therefrom, 
is  the  denial  of  a  right.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  Swift  had  a  right  to 
appeal  firom  your  decision  and  that  the  appeal  filed  by  him  with  the 
other  pai)er8  in  the  case  should  be  certified  to  this  Department. 

His  application  therefor  is  granted. 


RAILROAD  OBANTT-MINBRAIj  CHARACTER  OF  liANB. 

KORTHBRN  PAO.  B.  R  OO.  V.  OHAMPION  CONSOLIDATED  MlNINO  OO^ 

The  discoyery  of  the  mineral  character  of  land  at  any  time  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
patent  therefor  effectnaUy  excludes  such  land  from  the  grant  to  the  Northern 
Pacific  Company. 

Secretary  If  able  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General  Land  Office^  June  28^ 

1892. 

.  I  have  considered  the  case  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
V.  Ohampion  Oonsolidated  Mining  Company,  involving  lands  in  sec- 
tions 27  and  33,  T.  6  ST.,  E.  8  W.,  Helena  land  district,  Montana,  em- 
braced in  mineral  entries— -2929,  May  Lode;  2040,  Lillie  Lode;  2041^ 
Augusta  Lode,  and  2042,  Champion  Lode — ^made  November  14, 1889. 

Said  sections  are  within  the  primary  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  said 
company,  as  shown  by  the  map  of  definite  location  filed  July  6, 1882^ 
and  were  included  in  list  No.  13,  filed  November  8, 1886. 

In  answer  to  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  said  selection  should  not  be 
canceled,  in  so  fiur  as  they  conflict  with  the  mineral  entries  before 
named,  the  company  responded;  ^^the  plat  of  definite  location  waa 
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filed  July  6, 1882,  whereas  the  above  named  lode  claims  were  not  dis- 
covered or  located  until  in  1883, 1884,  and  1885,"  thus  claiming  that  in 
order  to  defeat  the  grant,  the  mineral  discovery  must  have  been  made 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  definite  location  of  the  road« 

Your  decision  held  the  selections  for  cancellation,  ai>on  the  authority 
of  the  decision  of  this  Department  in  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific 
Bailroad  Ooinpany  v.  Valentine,  (11 L.  D.,  238),  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  discovery  of  the  mineral  character  of  the  land  at  any  time  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  patent  therefor,  effectually  excludes  such  land  from  a 
railroad  grant. 

The  company's  appeal  urges: 

Error  not  to  have  ruled  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  U.  S.  circnit  oonrt, 
California  in  Franconer  v.  NewhonsC;  14  Sawyer,  351 ;  of  the  U.  S.  supreme  coort  in 
Deffebaoh  v.  Hawke,  115  U.  S.,  892;  Davis  v.  Wiebold,  189  U.  S.,  507,  and  U.  8.  cir- 
cnit court,  Montana,  in  the  case  of  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v,  Barden 
ei  al,,  46  Fed.  Rep't.,  592,  that  to  exclude  land  from  the  operation  of  the  grant  as 
mineral  land  it  must  have  been  known  to  be  such  at  the  time  of  definite  location 
and  filing  map  of  road. 

In  the  matter  of  the  appeal  by  this  company,  from  your  action  declin- 
ing to  notify  it  of  the  approval  for  patent  of  mineral  claims  wherein  the 
record  discloses  that  the  discovery  of  mineral  was  made  subsequent  to 
the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location,  it  was  held : 

While  it  may  be  true,  as  contended  by  counsel,  that  the  circuit  court  for  the  9th 
judicial  circuit  has  gone  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  right  of  the  company  at- 
taches to  mineral  lands,  unless  there  are  known  mines  thereon,  at  the  date  of  the 
definite  location  of  the  road,  yet  I  am  unwilling  to  accede  to  the  contention  that 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  so  decided.  This  question,  and  many 
of  these  decisions  cited,  were  aU  fuUy  and  elaborately  considered  in  the  Valentine 
case,  and  the  conclusions  arriyed  at  therein  are  my  deUberate  judgment  of  the  rights 
of  the  company  under  the  terms  of  its  grant.  •  •  •  i  ghiUl  hold,  until  satisfied 
by  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  to  the  contrary,  that  the  doctrine  announced  in 
the  Valentine  case  is  stare  decisis  so  far  as  this  Department  is  concerned,  and  I  hare 
no  disposition  to  consume  the  time  thereof  in  a  further  consideration  of  that  ques- 
tion upon  a  reyiew  of  the  authorities  already  digested.    (13  L.  D.,  692-3.) 

I  therefore  afSrm  your  decision,  holding  the  tracts  herein  involved 
excepted  from  the  company's  grant,  and  direct  the  canceUation  of  its 
list  in  so  fax  as  it  includes  said  tracts. 


PRACnCS-SPECnnCATIOKS  OF  BBBOR— l^^OTICB-EYTDBNGE. 

DOBMAN  V.  McGOMBS. 

Specifications  of  error  to  receiye  consideration  must  set  out  the  particular  objections 

raised  to  the  decision  f^om  which  appeal  is  taken. 
Kotice  of  further  proceedings  on  rehearing,  given  to  the  attorney  of  a  party,  is  notice 

to  such  party. 
The  local  office  may  direct  the  taking  of  testimony  before  a  commissioner  under  rule 

86  of  Practice,  but  this  is  only  done  on  the  application  of  one  of  Hie  parties  to 

the  contest. 
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First  Assistant  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  28,  1892. 

I  have  considered  the  case  of  Oharles  W.  Dorman  v.  William  B.  Mc- 
Gombs,  involving  the  S.  B.  J  of  Sec.  1,  T.  16  S.,  R.  2  W.,  Montgomery 
land  district,  Alabama. 

The  tract,  among  others,  had  been  withdrawn  for  indemnity  land,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  South  and  IN'orth  Alabama  Bailroad;  it  was  never 
selected,  however,  and  was  restored  to  the  public  domain,  by  your  letter 
of  January  17, 1888,  under  departmental  instructions  of  December  16, 
1887.  While  said  lands  were  opened  to  settlement  at  the  last  named 
date,  filings  or  entries  therefor  were  not  allowed  until  March  14, 1888. 

On  said  date  William  B.  McOombs  made  homestead  entry  for  said 
land. 

On  the  next  day — ^March  16,  1888 — Oharles  W.  Dorman  offered*  to 
file  pre-emption  declaratory  statement  for  the  same  tract,  which  was  re- 
fused by  the  local  oflScers,  on  account  of  McOombs'  homestead  entry. 

Thereupon  Dorman  instituted  contest,  alleging  his  own  prior  right. 
A  hearing  was  ordered,  and  notice  issued  by  the  local  officers,  whereby 
both  parties  were — 

Sammoned  to  appear  before  Morris  Loveinan,  at  BirmingliaiD;  Alabama,  who  will 
take  testimony  on  December  4;  1888,  and  at  this  office  on  tiie  14th  day  of  December 
1888,  at  10  o'clock,  a.  m.,  to  respond  and  famish  testimony  oonoeming  said  alleged 
prior  right. 

On  December  4, 1888,  both  parties  appeared  before  the  commissioner 
named,  at  Birmingham,  where  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  of  three  witnesses  for  the  defendant,  was  submitted. 

Defendant's  counsel  then  stated  that  the  testimony  of  the  defendant 
and  two  other  witnesses  (who  were  present  at  the  time)  would  be  taken 
on  December  14, 1888,  at  the  local  office. 

Oounsel  for  plaintiff  objected,  and  afterward  notified  the  defendant 
that  he  (said  counsel)  could  not  appear  at  the  local  office  upon  the  date 
named.    Ko  continuance  was  asked  or  granted. 

On  December  14,  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  and  two  other  wit- 
nesses was  submitted;  but  the  plaintiff  failed  to  appear  and  cross-ex- 
examine  them. 

The  local  officers  rendered  a  decision  in  favor  of  the  homestead  en- 
tryman,  from  which  appeal  was  taken  in  due  time. 

After  the  transmission  of  the  record  to  your  office,  but  before  the  case 
had  been  reached  in  its  order  for  consideration  and  action,  two  ex  parte 
affidavits,  signed  by  one  of  the  defendant's  witnesses,  F.  M.  Pullen, 
were  filed  with  the  case.  The  first  of  said  affidavits  alleged  that  he 
(Pullen)  had  testified  as  he  did  because  the  defendant,  in  whose  em- 
ploy he  was,  had  threatened  that  unless  he  did  he  would  dismiss  him 
from  his  employ,  and  otherwise  injure  him^  and  that  said  testimony 
was  false.    The  second  of  said  affidavits  stated  that  the  first  had  been 


702  DECISTOHa  BELAXmG  TO  THE  PUBLIC  LAKDS. 

• 

extorted  from  him  while  he  wa&  drank  and  knew  not  what  he  was  do- 
ing, and  was  false. 

In  view  of  the  irregnlarity  of  the  proceedings  ift  the  taking  of  the 
testimony,  a  part  at  Birmingham  on  December  4,  and  a  part  at  Mont- 
gomery, on  December  14,  and  of  the  statements  made  in  theboojutradic- 
tory  affidavits  of  Piillen,  yon  ordered  a  farther  hearing,  at  whieh  the 
witnesses  whose  testimony  had  been  taken  on  the  last  named  date 
should  be  recalled  and  re-examined,  and  the  allegations  of  the  witness 
Pnllen  inquired  into.  All  parties  were  duly  notified  of  said  hearing, 
w^hich  was  had  as  ordered  on  March  27, 1891.  The  contestant  fEuled  to 
appear^  either  in  person  or  by  attorney. 

But  he  has  an  affidavit  on  file,  made  March  30, 1891,  in  which  he  states 
that  he  did  not  know  until  that  day  that  a  partial  rehearing  had  been 
•ordered  at  Montgomery  on  March  27, — ^three  days  before;  and  that  if 
he  had  known  it,  he  had  not  the  means  to  go  to  Montgomery  and  attend 
the  hearing,  or  to  pay  an  attorney  to  go  there  and  represent  him. 

This  affidavit  (considered  alone)  would  indicate  that  contestant  had 
not  received  due  notice  that  a  partial  rehearing  had  been  ordered.  Bat 
there  is  also  on  file^-flled  by  W.  B.  Brown,  contestant's  attorney  of 
record  at  the  original  hearing,  at  the  trial  before  your  office,  and  now 
representing  him  before  the  Department — a  letter  from  the  register  of 
the  land  office  at  Montgomery,  notifying  him,  on  December  22, 1890,  of 
the  hearing  to  be  held  on  March  26, 1891.  Kotice  to  contestant's  at- 
torney was  notice  to  contestant. 

The  testimony  taken  at  the  several  hearings  was  transmitted  to  your 
office,  and  you,  on  April  17, 1891,  rendered  decision  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  first  exception  taken  to  your  decision  is  the  following: 

Appellant  asaigns  aU  and  several  of  the  exceptiona  taken  by  him  to  the  deciaion 
of  the  register  and  leceiyer ;  and  said  exception  or  grounds  of  error  are  here  insisted 
■on  and  made  a  part  of  this  appeal. 

The  appeal  to  the  Department  is  firom  your  decision;  if  the  appellant 
does  not  take  sufficient  interest  in  his  case  to  ^^set  forth  in  brief  and 
dear  terms  the  specific  points  of  exception  to  the  ruling  appealed  from^ 
(Bule  45  of  Practice),  he  can  hardly  expect  the  Department  to  caU  firom 
the  voluminous  record  objections  that  he  may  have  filed  in  the  case  when 
it  was  before  some  other  tribunal.  The  <^ ruling  appealed  from"  is  your 
decision;  and  objections  raised  to  your  decision  are  all  that  will  be  con- 
sidered in  this  case.    The  second  allegation  of  error  is — 

Said  further  hearing  was  illegaUj  ordered;  and  if  ordered  at  aU  it  should  hare 
been  ordered  to  take  place  before  a  commissioner  at  Birmingham;  Alabama,  near  the 
land,  and  where  said  Dorman  could  attend  with  his  witnesses.  Being  ordered  to 
take  place  at  the  Montgomery  land  office,  it  was  a  bar  to  Dorman's  attendance,  not 
having  the  means  to  attend  and  cany  counsel  to  Monligomery.  But  defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  have  said  evidence  taken  at  all,  as  he  refused  to  giye  it  on  Deoember 
4^1888. 
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This  alleged  error  lias  no  substantial  basis.  The  matter  of  ordering 
hearings  is  largely  within  your  discretion,  and  in  no  case  will  the  De- 
partment interfere  therewith,  unless  it  is  clearly  shown  that  there  has 
been  an  abuse  thereof!    See  Finch  v.  Morath,  13  L,  D.,  706.) 

While  it  is  true  that  the  order  directing  the  hearing  did  not  fix  any 
place,  yet,  that  was  not  necessary;  primarily  all  hearings  are  to  be  had 
before  the  register  and  receiver.  They  may,  in  the  interests  of  justice 
and  to  save  the  parties  expense,  under  rule  35,  direct  that  the  testi- 
mony be  taken  near  the  land  in  controversy,  but  this  is  never  done  ex- 
cept upon  the  application  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contest,  and  Mr. 
Dorman  had  he  desired  to  have  the  testimony  taken  before  a  commis- 
sioner at  Birmingham,  could  readily  have  secured  such  an  order  upon 
application. 

The  hearing  was  ordered  by  you  on  December  20, 1890.  The  claim- 
ant was  notified  on  the  22nd  dAy  of  December,  1890,  that  the  hearing 
would  take  place  before  the  register  and  receiver,  at  Montgomery,  Ala- 
bama, on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1891.  He  had  all  this  time  within 
which  to  make  application  to  have  the  testimony  taken  before  a  com- 
missioner at  Birmingham,  and  not  having  availed  himself  of  this  oppor- 
tunily,  and  the  usual  ordinary  forms  of  law  it  does  not  become  him  at 
this  time  to  say  that  he  could  not  attend  the  hearing  at  Montgomery 
on  account  of  his  poverty.  In  other  words,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to 
rest  quietly  knowing  his  inability  to  attend,  and  then  complaiD  of  your 
action  in  not  fixing  the  hearing  at  Birmingham. 

The  preceding  is  also  a  sufftcient  answer  to  the  sixth  allegation  of 
error,  which  objects  to  the  consideration  of  the  testimony  taken  at  the 
re-hearing  ordered  by  you. 

The  third  allegation  of  error  refers  to  Pullen  and  his  affidavits;  but 
as  the  decision  will  be  rendered  herin  without  regard  to  Pullen's  tes- 
timony in  the  case,  this  allegation  need  not  be  considered. 

The  fourth  and  fifbh  allegations  go  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  contend- 
ing that  you  were  in  error  in  not  holding  that  the  appellant  had  a  prior 
and  paramount  right  to  the  land. 

I  have  examined  the  testimony — ^ignoring  that  of  the  witness  Pullen; 
and  I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  local  officers,  and  by 
yourself,  that  the  homestead  entryman  acquired  the  prior  right  to  the 
tract  in  controversy,  and  that  his  entry  should  remain  intact^ 

Your  decision  is  therefore  affirmed* 
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TIMBBB  CTTLTUIIE  ENTBT— BSINSTATSMENT. 

YiNCENS  Kaplan, 

A  pending  application  for  the  reinstatement  of  an  illegal  timber  onltore  entry  seomes 
no  right  nnder  the  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

First  Assista/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissiimer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  29  ^  1892. 

On  the  9th  of  April,  1884,  Yinceus  Kaplan  made  timber  coltore  entry 
for  the  NJ  of  the  K WJ  and  the  KJ  of  the  KEJ  of  See.  31,  T.  36  N.,  »• 
23  W.,  6th  P.  M.,  Valentine  land  district,  IN^ebraska.  On  the  same  day 
he  made  homestead  entry  for  the  sonth  half  of  both  of  said  qaarter 
sections. 

Prior  to  that  time,  to  wit,  on  the  Idth  of  March,  1884,  Henry  W.  Hoi)8 
had  made  timber  culture  entry  for  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  in  the 
same  section,  but  not  including  any  of  the  same  land. 

As  only  one  timber  culture  entry  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  can 
be  allowed  in  a  section,  the  entry  of  Kaplan  was  improperly  allowed, 
and  when  that  fact  was  discovered,  he  applied  to  have  his  entry  can- 
celed, without  prejudice.  This  request  was  granted  by  you  on  the  22d 
of  May,  1885,  and  you  directed  the  local  officers  to  ^^  so  note  on  your 
records  and  allow  him  to  make  a  new  entry  on  payment  of  fee  and  com- 
mission." 

Of  this  action  on  your  part  no  notice  was  given  to  Kaplan  until  the 
1st  of  December,  1887,  and  on  the  9th  of  that  month  he  applied  to  be 
allowed  to  amend  his  homestead  entry,  so  as  to  embrace  the  north-west 
quarter  of  said  section  31.  He  showed  by  affidavit,  that  the  west  half 
of  both  his  homestead  and  his  timber  culture  entries  was  good  land, 
while  the  east  half  was  sand  hill,  and  useful  only  for  pasture.  He  also 
showed  that  he  had  complied  with  the  the  timber  culture  law,  and  had 
ten  acres  cultivated  to  trees  on  the  K^  of  the  WN\  of  said  section  31, 
and  that  said  trees  were  in  a  thrifty  condition.  The  amendment  which 
he  sought  would  have  given  him  the  good  land  in  both  his  original  en- 
tries, and  saved  liim  his  ten  acres  of  trees. 

On  the  25th  of  January,  1888,  after  reciting  the  facts  of  the  ease,  in 
a  letter  addressed  to  the  local  officers,  you  say: 

In  view  howeyer  of  the  fact  that  he  does  not  aUege  any  mistake  in  the  description 
of  his  homestead  entry,  and  the  timber  onltore  entry  was  iUegal,  an  amendment  can- 
not be  allowed,  for  no  other  reason  than  to  save  improYcments  made  on  snch  ill^al 
entry. 

On  the  3d  of  March,  1888,  Kaplan  applied  to  have  his  timber  culture 
entry  reinstated,  and  set  forth  the  ts^t  that  Hops  had  asked  to  have 
his  timber  culture  entry  canceled  without  prejudice,  on  the  ground  that 
his  entry  did  not  cover  the  land  he  intended  to  enter.  Kaplan  con- 
cluded his  petition  for  the  restoration  of  his  entry,  by  asking  ^<  that  a 
hearing  be  ordered  to  determine  the  rights  of  said  parties,  and  to  afford 
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Henry  W.  Hops  the  opportunity  to  show  what  tract  of  land  he  in- 
tended to  enter."  The  local  officers  recommended  that  his  application 
be  granted. 

.  Before  taking  action  upon  this  application,  you  called  upon  the  local 
officers  for  farther  information  in  reference  to  the  entry  of  Hops,  and 
required  him  to  show  what  land  he  intended  to  enter.  STo  response 
was  made  by  Hops  to  your  request. 

On  the  24th  of  April,  1891,  Kaplan  again  filed  an  application  for  a 
reinstatement  of  his  timber  culture  entry,  which  was  transmitted  to 
your  office  on  the  2d  of  May,  of  thatyear.  In  this  application  he  states 
that  he  has  over  30,000  thrifty  trees  growing  on  twelve  acres  of  the 
land  included  in  his  timber  culture  entry,  and  he  asks  that  said  entry 
be  reinstated,  and  that  he  be  allowed  to  make  final  proof  under  the  act 
of  March  3, 1891  (26  Stat.,  1096). 

On  the  27th  of  June,  1891,  you  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case,  reject- 
ing his  application  for  reinstatement.  The  case  is  before  the  Depart- 
ment upon  an  instrument  which  purports  to  be  an  appeal  from  such 
decision,  but  which  in  fact  is  no  more  nor  less  than  a  renewal  of 
Kaplan's  application  to  have  his  timber  culture  entry  reinstated,  and 
that  he  be  allowed  to  make  proof  under  the  act  of  March  3, 1891. 

As  an  appeal,  it  does  not  specify  a  single  error  in  your  decision,  and 
as  upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  which  I  have  recited  with  considerable 
fullness,  no  different  conclusion  from  that  reached  by  you  could  con- 
sistently have  been  arrived  at,  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
case  at  length. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1891,  affords  no  relief  to  persons  in  the  situation 
of  Kaplan,  and  so  long  as  the  entry  of  Hops  remains  on  record,  no 
other  timber  culture  entry  can  be  allowed  in  section  31,  nor  can  the 
entry  of  Kaplan  be  reinstated.  Equity  commends  his  application  to 
favorable  consideration,  but  the  subject  is  not  one  where  the  discretion 
of  the  Department  can  be  exercised,  and  under  the  laws  relating  to  the 
public  domain,  his  application  cannot  be  allowed.  Your  disposition  of 
the  questions  involved  in  the  case,  is  approved  and  affirmed. 


FINAL  PROOF— TOWNSHIP  PLAT. 

Mabius  Athenoub. 

final  proof  snbmitted  dnring  the  suepension  of  the  township  plat  may  be  receiyed 
and  held  awaiting  the  remoral  of  such  saspension,  and  on  such  removal,  be  ac- 
cepted, if  otherwiHc  eatifactorj,  on  execution  of  new  final  affidavit. 

First  Assista/nt  Secretary  Chandler  to  the  Oommissianer  of  the  General 

Land  Office^  June  30^  1892. 

On  the  31st  of  October,  1885,  Marins  Athenour  made  homestead  en- 
try for  the  N  J  of  the  NE  i,  the  S  W  J  of  thIJ'IrB  J,  and  the  NB  J  of  the 
14661— VOL.  14 46 
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IJTW I  at  Sec.  24,  T.  19  S.,  B.  14  E.^  M.  D.  M^,  Yldalia  land  district^  OaS- 
fbmia. 

After  due  notice  by  publication,  be  made  final  proof  before  the  local 
officers,  on  tbe  15tb  of  May,  1891,  tipon  which  the  local  officers  made 
and  signed  the  following  indorsement: 

Thid  proof  li  satisfaotoryintii^  tilatter  df  8^tt1«ni^fity  tesid^nce  and  improYeiMlito, 
but  we  refase  to  pass  the  same  to  entry  beoBum  the  tcrwnship'  itt  Whieb  t6e  hind  to 
ntnated  wa»  suspended  from  entry  by  Hoik.  Compiinioneit's  letter  of  Deoenber  24, 
1885,  which  saspension  has  never  been  removed. 

From  this  decision  by  the  local  offices  an  appeal  was  taken  to  yonr 
office.  On  the  2d  of  July,  1891y  yon  affirmed  their  decision,  and  a  fur- 
ther appeal  brings  the  case  to  the  Departments 

In  his  notice  of  appeal  the  claimant  states  that  when  his  entry  was 
made  the  land  was  subject  thereto,  and  that  he  has  complied  with  the 
law  in  every  respect,  and  done  aH  within  his  power  to  acquire  title  to 
the  land.  He  claims  that  on  the  removal  of  the  suspension  he  should 
receive  final  certificate  for  said  land,  without  the  expense  and  time  of 
advertising  to  make  said  proof  a  second  time.  He  concludes  his  appeal 
as  follows: 

Claimant  prays  that  his  proofii  already  sabmitted  be  held  awaiting  the  removal  of 
ench  suspension^  and  that  on  snoh  removal,  his  final  oertifioate  be  issued  him  upon 
the  proofs  submitted. 

The  records  in  the  land  department  show  that  several  townships  in 
the  Visalia  land  district  were  suspended  from  entry  by  your  letter  of 
December  24, 1885.  That  letter  was  based  upon  a  reportmadeby  George 
O.  Wharton,  dated  December  1, 1885.  In  quite  a  number  of  instances 
such  suspension  has  been  removed,  but  such  is  not  tbe  case  in  reference 
to  township  19,  in  which  the  lands  in  question  are  situated. 

That  you  have  authority  to  suspend  public  land  from  disposal,  to  pre- 
vent the  fraudulent  entry  thereof,  was  distinctly  held  in  Kaweah  Co- 
operative Colony,  et  al.  (12  L.  D.,  326).  In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  no 
fraud  is  alleged  against  the  claimant  or  his  entry.  His  entry  was  made 
before  the  suspension  was  ordered,  and  his  proof  shows  compliance 
with  tbe  provisions  of  the  homestead  law. 

In  tlie  case  of  Beunett  v.  Cravens  (12  L.  D.,  647),  it  was  held  that 

Pre-emption  final  proof,  satisfactory  in  aU  respects,  but  rejected  on  acconnt  of  the 
suspeiiHion  of  the  township  plat,  may  be  accept>ed  on  the  execution  of  new  final 
afiidavit,  when  such  order  of  suspension  is  revoked. 

I  think  a  similar  course  should  be  pursued  in  the  case  at  bar,  and 
that  the  request  of  the  appellant,  with  which  he  concludes  his  appeal, 
is  not  unreasonable.  His  final  proof  will  therefore  be  received  and 
held  awaiting  the  removal  of  the  suspension,  and  on  such  removal  final 
certificate  will  be  issued  upon  the  proof  submitted,  on  the  execution  by 
him  of  new  final  affidavit,  if  no  other  objection  exists.  Your  decision 
is  modified  accordingly. 
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against  the  entry  thus  vacated 144 

To  enter  filed  with  a  timber-culture  con- 
test entitles  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  contest- 
ant to  the  right  of  entry  on  the  sucoessfttl 
termination  of  the  contest tt 

To  enter,  based  on  application  and  pre- 
liminary affidavit,  both  executed  while  the 
land  is  not  legally  liable  to  disposal,  should 
not  be  allowed 127 

To  make  entry  that  does  not  show  the 
applictmt's  qnallfications  may  be  properly 
rejected,  and  a  defect  in  such  respect  can- 
not be  cured  by  subsequently  calling  atten- 
tion to  another  record 681 

To  enter  lands  withdrawn  for  railroad  pur- 
poses confers  no  rights.  A  new  application 
will  be  necessary  on  subsequent  restoration 
of  the  land 018 

Rejection  of,  for  lands  withdrawn  for  rail- 
road purposes,  does  not  preclude  the  settler 
firom  making  entry  thereof  on  their  subae- 
q^hbI  NitoBalini  ••••••••••••••■•••-•••••• 
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To  enter,  oan  not  be  allowed  dnrln^  the 
pendency  of  an  appeal  from  adeciBiou  hold- 
ing for  canrellation  the  existing  entry  of 
another  for  the  land  in  qneetlon 4SR 

Of  a  railroad  company  to  select  indemnity 
pending  on  appeal  preolndes  the  acquisition 
of  adverse  rights  by  settlemeDt  or  filing. . .  418 

To  enter  a  tract,  pending  at  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  March  3, 1887,  does  not  except 
such  toMst  firom  the  operation  of  said  act . . .  408 

To  enter,  presented  after  a  school  indem- 
nity application  brt  prior  to  its  allowance, 
may  be  noted  of  record,  and  takeefiiactasof 
the  date  presented  if  the  daim  of  the  State 
fails 72 

To  make  entry  of  land  within  a  pending 
T^jocted  indemnity  selection  may  be  allowed 
on  a  record  showing  of  a  prima  facio  prior- 
settlement  right,  and  where  the  company 
declines  to  lomish  the  requisite  batun  for  a 
hearing,  and  the  conflict  remain  for  determi* 
nation  on  offer  of  final  proof,  or  nnder  the 
selection 79 

Informally  made  to  surrender  a  patent^ 
and  take  certain  other  land,  in  order  to  cor- 
rect an  error  of  the  Land  Department  and 
avoid  litigation,  reserves  the  land  thus  ap- 
plied for  from  other  disposition  50 

To  enter  desert  land  that  is  covered  by  the 
entry  of  another  is  ntft  a  daim  protected  by 
the  act  of  August  30, 1880,  and  on  the  sub- 
sequent cancellation  of  such  entry  the  ap- 
plicant will  be  restricted  to  an  entry  of 
820  acres 886 

Desert  land,  irregular  in  the  matter  of  in- 
itial payment,  received  and  marked  '*  filed," 
must  be  treated  as  allowed  so  ftr  as  to  pro- 
tect the  claimant  against  the  limitation  of 
acreage  by  the  act  of  Augnst  30, 1890 561 

To  make  homestead  entry  protects  the 
lights  of  the  applicant  as  against  the  subse- 
quent claims  of  others 658 

Iixegular  allowance  of  homestead,  for  land 
covered  by  the  entry  of  imother,  and  siibse* 
qnont  compliance  with  law  by  the  applicant, 
gives  him  a  right  that  will  attach  on  the  can- 
cellation of  the  prior  entry  to  the  exduHion 
of  one  who  then  applies  to  enter  but  alleges 
no  prior  righ  t 490 

To  make  homestead  entry,  filed  by  a  tim- 
ber cnltiire  claimant  with  the  relinquish- 
ment of  hlR  previous  entry  covering  the 
same  land,  does  not  defeat  the  adverse  right 
of  a  settler  then  on  the  land 439 

In  case  of,  for  the  right  to  make  private 
entry  the  non-mineral  affidavit  may  be  made 
by  the  attorney  of  the  applicant 461 

To  make  private  entry  should  not  be  ac- 
cepted and  held  with  time  allowed  for  the 
applicant  to  examine  the  land  and  file  the 
requisite  non-mineral  affidavit,  but,  in  the 
absence  of  any  int<erv«uing  claim,  such  action 
will  not  defeat  the  right  of  entry 461 

To  sdect  school  indemnity  reserves  the 
land  until  final  action  thereou,  and,  if  ao- 
•epted,  takes  effect  as  of  the  date  presented    72 
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The  preliminary  affidavit  ot  a  timber  cul- 
ture applicant  must  be  executed  before  an 
ofiicer  within  the  district  where  the  land  is 
situated 466 

To  make  timber  culture  entry  of  a  qnar- 
ter  section,  filed  with  a  contest,  precludes 
While  pending,  the  allowance  of  a  similar 
application  filed  by  anothw  for  a  diflorent 
tract  in  the  same  section 315 

To  make  timber  culture  entry,  not  received 
•ft  the  local  office  until  after  the  repeal  of  the 
timber  culture  act,  is  not  a  "  lawfully  initia- 
ted "  claim  protected  by  the  repealing  stat- 
ute  417 

For  the  re-instatement  of  an  illegal  timlier 
culture  entry,  jmnding  at  the  pssna^e  of  the 
act  of  March  8,  1891,  secures  no  right  under 
said  act 704 

To  enter  under  the  timber  -and  stone  act 
may  bo  received  though  the  applicant  has 
not  actually  been  on  the  land  in  question,  if 
his  personal  knowledge  thereof  is  suffl- 
dently  shown 486 

To  locate  a  warrant  upon  a  specific  tract, 
duly  filed  with  the  Commissioner,  reserves 
the  tract  applied  for,  even  though  the  wai^ 
rant  and  foes  are  lost  in  the  General  Land 
Office,  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  no  record 
of  the  location  is  made  in  the  local  office  ...  278 

ArifBL  Land* 

See  D€9ert  LcmA, 

Attorney* 

See  Practiee,  sub- title  NoHeB. 

Action  of,  in  dismissing  a  suit  without 
authority  of  the  iuu*ty  he  represents, 
should  not  condude  the  interest  of  such 
party 871 

Brief  of,  that  contains  charges  of  oor- 
ruption  against  officers  of  the  Land  De- 
partment, will  be  stricken  firom  the  files. ..  446 

California* 

See  StaUt  and  TtrrUorUt. 

Canals  and  Ditciies. 

See  Right  of  Way. 

Cancellation* 

Entry,  though  irregular,  should  not  becan- 
celed  without  giving  the  entryman  an  op- 
portunity to  be  heard  in  its  defense Ill 

Cemeteries  and  Parks* 

Circular  of  May  23, 1892,  issued  under  the 
act  of  September  30, 1890,  authorising  cities 
and  towns  to  make  entry  of  public  Unds  for 
park  and  cemeterj*  purposes 560 

Certificate* 

Delay  in  the  issuance  of  final,  does  not  im- 
pair the  rights  of  an  entryman  who  has 
.  complied  with,  the  law H 

Certification* 

See  PaUnt^  Swamp  Land. 

Of  an  "  information  list "  under  a  railroad 
grant  does  not  convey  title. 
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Certiorari. 

Where  the  applioant  for,  allegM^lie  right 
to  be  heard  on  appeal  aa  a  oonteataat,  he 
nraat  affirmatiTely  ahow  by  what  prooeed* 
Inga  he  acquired  snoh  atataa tt 

Application  for,  will  not  be  granted  nn- 
leea  it  ia  shown  that  the  Gommiaaioner'a  de> 
oiaion  ia  erroneaua,  though  he  may  haiWB 
ened  in  declining  to  transmit  the  appeal...    97 

The  writ  will  not  be  granted  where  the 
light  of  appeal  la  loat  through  fidlure  of 
the  applicant  to  assert  the  same  in  time —  154 

▲pplioation  for,  ahould  be  accompanied 
by  ft  copy  of  the  dedaion  denying  the  right 
«f  appeal 176 

Will  not  be  granted  where  the  right  of 
appeal  is  loat  through  the  negligence  of  the 
applicants  attorney 170 

WiU  not  be  granted  where  it  is  apparent 
that  the  decision  below  would  be  affirmed  if 
before  the  Department 305 

Circulars* 

See  tables  of^  pagea  zyn  and  zviu. 
lasued  by  the  Department  have  all  the 
Ibroe  of  law  if  not  in  oonfliot  therewith. ...  587 

Citlzensiilp. 

Qob  Alien, 

Coal  Land. 

In  determining  the  character  of  land  al- 
leged to  be  valuable  for  coal,  the  extent  of 
tiie  deposit  may  be  shown  by  the  testimony 
of  geological  experts  and  practical  miners, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  actual  produc- 
tion of  coal 118 

Settlement  of  an  alien  on,  affords  no 
eUdm  thereto  under  the  acts  of  1864  and 
1866  as  agidnst  the  withdrawal  of  such  land 
for  the  Northein  Faciflo 484 

Declaratory  statement  for,  is  void  if  prior 
thereto  no  coal  has  been  discovered  on  the 
land 688 

An  application  to  purchase  can  not  be  al- 
lowed if  made  in  the  interest  of  another 
who  has  exhausted  hia  right 633 

Commiitatlon. 

See  OJUoAoma  Xondt. 

Confirmation. 

See  Entry,  snb-titla  Seotiim  7,  aot  of 
March  3, 1891. 

Contest. 

Generally. 

The  government  is  an  interested  party 
in  idl  matters  pertaining  to  the  disposition 
ofpublio  land 687 

Affidavit  of,  may  be  corroborated  on  inform 
mationand  belief  of  affiant 588 

Affidavit  of,  is  not  required  to  be  corrobo- 
rated by  more  than  one  witness 606 

Affidavit  of,  presented  while  the  local  of- 
ilce  is  closed  for  the  transaction  of  all  bnsi- 
nesa  requiring  Joint  action  of  the  offioers 
oonfers  no  right 606 
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"Fm  tiie  right  of  contest  should  be  granted 
to  the  highest  bidder  where  two  are  pre- 
aeuted  simultaneously 506 

Should  not  be  allowed  on  grounds  that 
have  been  investigated  by  the  f^overnment, 
and  where  the  parties  are  in  effect  the  sHme  245 

Filed  during  the  pendency  of  government 
prooeediDgs  confers  no  right  upon  the  con- 
testant, but  may  be  received  and  held  sub- 
ject to  the  final  dlMposition  of  said  proceed- 
ings     88 

Is  not  precluded  by  the  pendency  of  an 
appeal  flrom  a  decision  that  r^ects  final 
proof  but  leaves  the  entry  intact 408 

Pendency  of,  does  not  excuse  compli- 
ance with  law  where  one  is  irregularly  al- 
lowed to  enter  land  thus  involved 420 

Questions  raised  by  a,  may  be  considered 
where  the  interest  of  the  government  is 
concerned,  oven  though  the  contestant  can 
secure  no  personal  benefit  from  an  order  of 
cancellation 104 

May  be  properly  entertained  againnt  a  lo- 
oation  of  Chippewa  scrip 576 

Against  a  swamp-land  selection  may  be 
properly  entertained 658 

Should  be  dismissed  where  the  default 
oharged  is  cured  before  the  local  office  ac- 
quires jurisdiction  in  the  case 141 

Affidavit  of,  filed  after  issuance  of  notice 
to  the  entryman  to  show  cause  why  his  entry 
should  not  be  canceled  for  failure  to  submit 
final  proof  will  not  defeat  equitable  confirma- 
tion if  the  showing  made  is  satisfactory  ...    88 

Failure  of  the  local  officers  to  take  appro- 
priate action  upon  application  to  proceed 
against  an  entry  does  not  defeat  the  right 
of  the  contestant 306 

Initiated  for  the  purpose  of  fraudulently 
defeating  rights  acquired  in  good  faith  under 
a  relinquishment  coo  fers  no  right 888 

Dismissed  on  the  order  of  contestant's  at- 
ti^mey  without  the  authority  or  consent  of 
the  contestant  should  be  reinstated 878 

Will  not  be  reinstated  on  the  ground  that 
notice  of  decision  was  not  received,  where 
the  failure  to  receive  such  notice  is  due  to 
the  contestant's  negligence 819 

Homestead. 

Proof  of  abandonment  covering  a  period 
subsequent  to  the  term  of  residence  re- 
quired does  not  warrant  cancellation 607 

Against  the  entry  of  a  deceased  claimant, 
charging  abandonment,  must  fail  where  it 
appears  thai  the  entryman  died  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  six  months  from  the  date  of 
entry,  and  his  heir  subBequently  complied 
with  the  law  in  the  matter  of  cultivation  . .  141 

In  determining  whether  the  charge  of 
abandonment  wHl  lie  the  claimant's  term 
of  military  service  may  be  computed  as 
forming  a  part  of  the  requisite  residence. . .  607 

Timber  cdlture. 

On  the  ground  of  illegal  execution  of  pre- 
liminary affidavit  is  good 466 
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Tbib  flntrjrmaa's  fidlnra  to  aMoie  tlie  ra- 
qiiiftite  growth  of  trees  does  not  oaU  for  oaa- 
oeUation  If  not  due  to  hia  nogUgenoe 

Xron-oompUanoe  with  law  mi^  be  eaamied 
where  due  to  threats  of  persmial  violenee, 
bnt  the  showing  shoold  disclose  reasonable 
grounds  to  fear  personal  i^jnxy ••...    66 

Contestant. 

Most  pay  the  fees  of  the  land  office,  In  the 
proceedings  institated  to  aecnre  eanoella- 
tion,  in  order  to  acquire  a  preference  right.  280 

JUght  of,  to  proceed  against  an  entry  ia 
not  defeated  by  its  subsequent  relinquish- 
nent  ..■••••..-....•«.•.•.>....•.••••••••••  806 

Preference  right  of,  will  not  be  defeated 
though  the  entry  is  oanoeled  on  the  subse- 
quent contest  of  another,  where  said  contest 
la  allowed  to  proceed  sulv}eot  to  rights  se> 
cured  under  the  first 878 

Is  estopped  from  assorting  his  preference 
right  as  against  one  with  whom  he  has  ver^ 
bally  agreed  to  waive  said  right,  and  thus 
induced  said  party  to  settle  upon  and  im- 
prove  the  land 881 

Of  a  scrip  location  is  entitled  to  preference 
light  of  entry  if  suocessfol 688 

Who  applies  to  exorcise  a  preference  right 
nmst  show  his  qualifications  as  an  entryman 
at  such  time 623 

Failure  of  a  successful,  to  exercise  the 
preference  right  ¥rithin  the  statutory  period 
can  not  be  excused  by  the  fact  that  he  was 
imprisoned  for  a  criminal  ofibnse  during 
such  period 628 

Preference  right  of,  will  not  be  determined 
until  an  application  Is  filed  for  the  exercise 
thereof 687 

Is  not  entitled  to  a  preference  right  unless 
he  pays  the  cost  of  the  contest,  including  the 
defendant's  testimony 646 

Who  secures  the  cancellation  of  a  swamp 
■election  acquires  a  preferred  right  of  entry  668 

Costs. 
Decisions. 

See  CanceOationt  JudgnunL 

Declaratory  Statements. 

SeeFiUng. 

Deed* 

Though  absolute  on  its  face  may  be  shown 
to  have  been  given  as  a  mortgage 687 

Divorce. 

See  Judgment, 

Desert  Land. 

See  AppHeation,  JBwbry,  FbuU  Prwtf, 
Price  of,  under  the  act  of  1877,  as  amended 
by  theact  of  March  3, 1881,  is  $1.25  per  aoce, 

irrespective  of  railroad  limits 74 

Under  the  act  of  August  30, 1880,  a  home- 
stead entry  of^  subject  to  the  arid-land  act 
of  1888,  is  protected,  and  may  be  perfected  if 
not  selected  for  a  reservoir ifS 
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That  has  been  eflbotoally  redaimed  la  not 
suttfeot  to  desert  enOr 18i 

Dedaratory  statement  filed  for,  under  the 
Tjswen  county  Act,  by  one  who  holds  another 
tract  under  a  previous  filing,  confers  no 
light  as  against  the  subsequent  homestead 
entry  of  another 220 

The  degree  of  productiveness  after  irriga. 
tion  docs  not  necessarily  determine  the  right 
of  0ntry,  if  the  land  is  in  fact  desert  and 
water  sufAdent  tm  irrigation  has  been  sup- 
plied   270 

Xntry  of,  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
August  80, 1800,  restricted  to  the  320  acres . .  886 

Restriction  in  acreage  under  the  act  of 
1880  not  applicable  where  prior  to  the  issu- 
ance of  the  circular  of  August  8, 1800,  appli- 
cation is  made  and  accepted  for  640  acres, 
though  an  irregularity  in  the  matter  of  the 
acotmipanying  i>ayment  delays  action  Uiere- 
on 661 

Duress. 

See  Ooniefiant. 

If  threats  of  personal  violence  are  alleged 
as  an  excuse  for  non-ooropUanoe  with  law, 
it  should  appear  that  there  was  reasonable 
ground  to  fear  personal  injury 66 

Entry. 

See  Indian  Lands,  RetervcMon, 

Genjsrally. 

Should  not  be  allowedduringthe  pendency 
of  final  proof  submitted  by  a  prior  claim- 
ant  166 

Though  irregularly  allowed  should  not  be 
canceled  without  giving  the  entryman  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard  in  its  defense Ul 

Of  land  on  each  aide  of  a  meandered 
stream  will  not  be  canceled  vhea  allowed 
while  the  practice  ol  the  Land  Department 
permitted  such  entries 981 

Failure  to  properly  note  of  record  in  the 
local  office  does  not  defeat  the  effect  of  an 
entry 242 

Absence  of  record  in  the  General  Land 
Office,  showing  allowance  of,  will  not  defeat 
rights  secured  by  the  submission  oif  proof 
and  issuance  of  final  receipt 340 

The  right  to  make  second,  will  not  be  con- 
sidered in  the  absence  of  an  application  to 
enter  in  due  form 684 

Irregularly  allowed  of  land  withdrawn  for 
railroad  purposes,  may  be  permitted  to  stand 
as  of  the  date  such  land  is  restored 546 

Good  faith  of,  not  impeached  by  the  fact 
that  an  acre  of  the  quarter  section  has  been 
reserved  for  the  location  of  a  land  office IS 

Should  not  beallowed  for  Isnd  while  a  case 
involving  the  right  thereto  is  pending  on  ap- 
peal  Ul 

A  transferee  is  entitled  to  a  reinstatement 
where  the  entry  is  canceled  through  collu- 
sion with  the  entryman,  and  where  no  oppor- 
tunity to  show  the  validity  of  the  entry  has 
been  accorded  the  transferee 86 
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Desert  Land. 

The  limitation  in  section  8  of  the  desert 
land  aot«  as  amended  by  the  act  of  March  3, 
1891,  of  therisrht  to  resident  citizejiH,  applies 
at  the  final  entry  as  well  as  at  the  original.  665 

The  phrase  -'resident  citiEen,"  as  used  in 
the  statute  as  amended  March  3, 1851,  em- 
braces persons  entitled  to  protection  in  the 
exercise  of  civil  rights,  and  should  be  read  in 
connection  with  sections  one  and  seven  of 
aaJdaet «7 

Made  subsequent  to  the  act  of  March  8, 
1891,linuting  the  right  of  entry  to  resident 
citizens,  and  in  violation  of  such  restrictions, 
must  be  canceled,  though  allowed  by  the  lo- 
cal officers  before  they  learned  of  the  passage 
of  said  act 596 

Bestricted  to  320  acres  by  the  act  of  Au- 
gust 30, 1890 336 

Can  not  be  made  of  land  tliat  has  been 
previously  efl'ectnally  reclaimed 194 

A  claimant,  un<ier  an  alleged  assignment, 
must  show  the  fact  of  assignment,  and  that 
it  was  made  prior  to  April  15, 1880 123 

May  be  equitably  confirmed  where  allowed 
on  final  proof  submitted  after  the  expiration 
of  the  statutory  period,  and  the  delay  is  ex- 
phiined <W 

HOHRSTBAD. 

Reserves  the  land  firom  the  operation  of 
an  executive  order  creating  an  Indian  res- 
ervation  M9 

May  embrace  160  acres  In  an  odd-nom- 
beied  section  within  railroad  limits  if  ex- 
cepted from  the  grant 71 

Hule  of  approximation  will  not  been- 
forced  where  it  operates  to  deprive  the  en- 
tiyman  of  his  improvements,  and  the  differ- 
enoe  between  tlie  excess  and  the  datLaleaay 
is  but  slight M2 

Second,  under  section  2,  act  of  March  2^ 
1880,  can  not  be  held  to  relate  back  to  a 
former  entry  of  the  same  tract,  and  thna 
eflinpt  a  reinstatement  of  said  entry 905 

Second,  not  authorized  by  section  8,  aot 
of  March  2,  1889,  where  the  entryman  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act,  has  purchased  the 
land  covered  by  his  first  entry  under  the 
actof  June  15, 1880 «16 

Of  an  alien  relates  back  to  settlement  on 
svbseqnent  naturalization  in  the  absence  of 
any  intervening  right 668 

A  timber-culture  entryman  who  pays 
casl»  for  an  excess  in  acrea^^e  and  subse- 
quently relinquishes  and  applies  for  the 
land  under  the  settlemant  laws,  is  not  enti- 
tled to  credit  for  the  payment  made  under 
the  former  entry - 669 

Pbe£mption. 

Sights  secured  by,  not  defeated  by  fail- 
ure of  local  office  to  forward  the  final  proof.  349 

Timber  Culture. 

Based  on  preliminary  affidavit  executed 
oatside  of  the  district  must  be  canceled  if 
contested  on  that  ground 466 
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A  married  womm  Is  disqnalifled  from 
making,  unless  she  is  the  head  of  a  famUy.  510 

Bxcess  over  160  acres  must  bo  paid  for  in 
cash,  or  relinquished 460 

Can  not  be  amended  for  land  not  intended 
to  be  originally  entered,  and  the  repeal  of 
the  timber-culture  act  precludes  a  second 
entry  embracing  said  tract 682 

Seoond,  may  not  be  made  by  <me  who  re- 
linquishes the  first  because  it  does  not 
oover  the  land  selected  and  fails  to  show 
that  the  alleged  error  can  not  be  corrected.  664 

Where  irregularly  allowed  during  the 
pendency  of  a  prior  contest  the  entryman 
must  show  compliance  with  law  during  the 
pending  suit 429 

Made  on  the  date  of  the  repealing  act, 
Marcli  3, 1891,  by  a  successful  contestant 
may  be  allowed  to  stand 614 

Confirmation,  Section  7,  Act  of  March 

3,  1891. 

An  adverse  claim  originating  prior  to  final 
entry  defeats  confirmation  under  the  body  of 
said  section 431 

The  occupancy  of  land  by  townslte  settlers 
at  the  time  of  soldiers'  additional  entry  is  an 
••adverse  claim*'  that  defeats  confirmation 
under  the  body  of  the  section 367 

Pendency  of  a  contest  does  not  defeat  con- 
firmation in  the  interest  of  a  transferee 349 

In  determining  the  right  of  a  transferee, 
the  transfer  is  protected  by  the  presump- 
tion of  good  faith  up  to  the  point  where  suf- 
ficient evidence  is  furnished  to  overcome  it.  651 

A  transferee  is  bound  to  know  the  status 
of  a  tract  at  the  date  of  purchase,  and  where 
at  such  time  the  records  of  the  local  office 
show  the  oancellatlon  of  the  entry,  he  can 
not  invoke  the  confirmatory  provisions  of 
■aid  section 86 

Is  confirmed,  where  at  the  date  of  said  act 
the  land  is  held  by  a  transferee  who  is  en- 
titled to  confirmation,  and  is  subsequently 
purchased  by  another  in  good  faith 673 

The  sale  of  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
land  covered  by  an  entry  does  not  bring  it 
within  tlie  confirmatory  provisions  of  said 
section 1 

Transferee  is  entitled  to  confirmation  of 
soldier's  additional,  though  the  original  en- 
try may  have  been  canceled 648 

A  soldier's  additional  homestead,  based 
upon  service  in  the  Missouri  Home  Guard, 
may  be  confirmed  in  the  in  terest  of  the  trans- 
feree  457,522,649 

The  doctrine  announced  in  theCoonsyoase 
should  not  be  extended 640 

Susceptible  of  confirmation  in  the  inter- 
est of  a  transferee,  and  .ilso  within  the  pro- 
▼iao,  should  be  abjudicated  under  the  pro- 
viso. This  rule  should  not  be  enlarged  by 
oonatrnotion  ..-.-.- • < 
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Equitable  Action* 

See  ETitry,  PriwUe  Olaimt. 

Not  defeated  by  an  intervening  contest 
fllefl  after  the  initiation  of  action  by  the  goT- 
emment 83 

Bale  15  is  obsolete 407 

Estoppel. 

One  who  asserts  no  claim  to  land  in  the 
possession  of  another,  and  remains  silent, 
though  knowing  that  the  adverse  occupant 
continues  to  daim  and  improve  the  land,  is 
estopped  from  subsequently  draiyiug  the 
good  faith  of  the  occupant  and  asserting  a 
right  of  priority  in  himself 475 

Evidence. 

See  Judgment,  Mineral  Land. 

The  admissions  of  an  en  try  man  against 
the  validity  of  an  entry  ue  admissible  in  a 
proceeding  where  snch  entryman  fftii*  to 
appear  and  testify 898 

Submitted  without  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  the  witnesses  shonld  not  be 
made  the  basis  of  final  decision  in  a  con- 
tested case 47X 

Hay  be  taken  before  a  commissioner 
under  Rule  35  of  Praotioe,  but  this  is  only 
done  on  the  application  of  one  of  the  par- 
tics  7QQ 

Fees. 
Filing:. 

Second,  allowed  where  the  first  is  aban- 
doned on  account  of  threats  and  actual  tIo- 
lence ,,,    25 

Should  not  be  transmuted  to  a  homestead 
entry  without  notice  to  adverse  claimant . .  120 

Second,  for  desert  land  under  the  Lassen 
county  act  is  not  permissible S20 

Three  months  after  the  restoration  of  land 
allowed  for,  in  case  of  settiement  on  land 
reserved  for  railroad  purposes 330 

Life  of,  extends  till  six  months  after  dose 
of  military  service,  where  actually  called 
away  from  the  land  by  such  duty 864 

Statutory  limitation  as  to  lifeof^  on  un- 
offeredland 850 

Made  in  good  faith  by  a  minor,  but  aban- 
doned when  the  defect  is  discovered,  is  no 
bar  to  a  second 411 

Allowed  for  land  embraced  within  a  rail- 
road indemnity  selection,  pending  on  ap- 
peal, should  be  suspended  until  final  dispo- 
sition of  the  seleofion 4I8 

An  erroneous  allegation  in,  as  to  the  date 
of  settiemoDt  does  not  preclude  the  pre- 
emptor  from  showing  the  actual  date 481 

Can  not  be  received  for  land  covered  by  an 
order  for  survey  and  offering  as  an  isolated 
tract 458 

Can  not  be  r.ade  under  the  preemption 
law  by  a  married  woman  living  apart  from 
her  huAbnnd  under  a  voluntary  agreement 
of  Meporation 459 


P»ga 

Forest  Lands. 

Final  Proof. 

Gexerally. 

Kay  be  submitted  during  the  pending  of 
a  contest.  SeeamendedBule  53  of  Practice.  250 

Submitted  during  the  suspension  of  the 
township  plat  may  be  received  and  held 
awsiting  the  removal  of  such  suspension 
and  on  such  removal,  be  accepted,  if  other- 
wise satisfactory,  on  execution  of  new  final 
aflidarit 706 

Submitted  during  the  pendency  of  adverse 
proceedings  on  appeal,  and  prior  to  the 
amendment  of  Rule  53  of  Practice,  may  be 
considered  under  said,  rule,  where  due  no- 
tice is  given,  and  no  adverse  right  exists. . .  411 

The  failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  re- 
spond to  a  settler's  notice  of  intention  to 
submit  is  a  waiver  of  the  company's  right 
to  deny  the  facts  as  established  by  said 
proof. .'. 281 

One  who  offers,  in  the  presence  of  an  ad- 
verso  claim  must  abide  the  result  of  such 
proceedings 519 

Special  notice  of  intention  to  submit^  should 
be  given  a  railroad  oom]MKny  where  the  land 
is  embraced  within  a  pending  indemnity  se- 
lection  Ill 

Entry  allowed  during  the  pendency  of^ 
will  not  prevent  the  claimant  fhnn  snbmit- 
ting  further  proof  to  show  that  he  had  in 
fact  complied  with  the  law...^ IQB 

Protest  against,  raises  an  issno  that  may 
be  tried  before  the  local  office,  and  on  appeal 
the  Commissioner  is  vested  with  doe  juris- 
diction   ITS 

Proceedings  on,  can  not  be  treated  as  ex 
psrto  where  a  protest  is  filed,  and  evidenoe 

furnished  theiennder ITS 

Desbrt  Land. 

May  be  rc|)ected  If  not  made  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  regulations,  and  be- 
fore an  officer  authorised  to  act  in  such 
matter M 

Proof  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  requi- 
site amount  of  water  to  efllbot  reclamation 
is  sufficient  where  due  compliance  with  local 
regulations  is  shown tt 

Where  the  statutory  period  for  the  sub- 
mission of,  has  expired,  and  opportunity  is 
given  to  submit  the  same  within  a  spedfied 
time,  it  should  be  r^ected,  if  not  presented 
within  said  time,  or  good  reason  shown  fbr 
delay M 

PREeMPnoK. 

Six  months  after  dose  of  mflitaiy  serrioa, 
in  which  to  submit 

Hade  up  of  testimony  taken  before  an 
unauthorised  officer  and  supplemental  evi- 
dence taken  outside  the  State,  may  be  ac- 
cepted with  a  view  to  equitaUe  action,  when 
the  claimant's  physical  condition  prevents 
the  submission  of  further  proof  in  regular 
form 
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Bight  of  an  Bdr  to  anbinlt,  is  notpro- 
Tsntod  by  the  iM^hat  such  hdr  may  ha*-v« 

sold  his  interest  lo  the  land 4B8 

Time  for  snhinlasio^  can  not  be  extended 
on  showing  failure  of  crope  and  applying  fat 

leaveof  absence 207 

And  application  for  extension  of  time  for 
payment  maybe  snbmitted  withoat  waiting 
for  expiration  of  filing BO0 

Timber  Culture. 

No  authority  for  the  submission  ot  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  eight  yean  tnm  date 
of  entry - W 

Submitted  since  the  act  of  March  3, 1891, 
must  show,  as  under  the  aot  of  1878,  six  hun- 
dred and  seventy-flTe  living  and  thrifty 
trees  to  each  acre 484 

HcarloiT* 

SeeProtfCiM. 

Homestead* 

See  Dettrt  Land,  BfUry,  Ffnal  Proi^,  In- 
dian Ltmdt,  Oklahoma  Landt,  Ssndmtce, 

Generally. 

Right  to  make  entry  not  defeated  by  the 
fiMt  that  final  certificate  has  not  issued  on 
prior  preSmptiou  proof,  under  which  due 
oomplianoe  with  law  is  shown 82 

Entry  made  with  intant  to  use  the  land, 
or  a  part  thereof;  for  townsite  purposes 
renders  the  entry  invalid  in  its  entirety 482 

Good  faith  of  an  entry  not  impeached  by 
the  £sot  that  an  acre  of  the  quarter  seotian 
has  been  reserved  for  the  location  of  a  land 
office 18 

Entry  of  land  subsequently  found  to  con- 
tain coal  can  not  be  completed 426 

Validity  of  entry  made  by  a  divorced 
woman  may  turn  on  the  good  fidth  of  the 
divorce  proceedings 870 

Second  entry  imder  section  2,  act  of 
March  2, 1889,  does  not  relate  back  and  effect 
a  reinstatement  of  the  first 805 

One  who  makes  a  second  entry,  under  sec- 
tion 2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  entitled  to 
oredit  for  military  service  in  making  proof 
of  residence,  although  allowed  credit  there- 
for  under  his  former  entry 004 

Entry  may,  uuder  the  act  of  2daroh  8, 1879, 
embrace  100  acres  of  land  in  an  odd-num- 
bered section  within  railroad  limits,  where 
such  laud  is  excepted  from  the  grant 71 

The  provisions  of  section  2308,  Kevised 
Statutes,  are  not  intended  to  include  per- 
sons serving  in  the  regular  army  since  the 
oloae  of  the  rebellion 472 

Act  of  June  15,  1880. 

The  right  of  purchase  uuder  section  2  ex- 
tends only  to  entries  of  land  "  properly  sub- 
ject to  such  entry,"  and  does  not  include  an 
entey  of  land  previously  withdrawn  in  aid 
of  a  railroad  grant 103 


Page. 

ADDrnovAX.. 

The  right  to  make,  under  section  6,  act  of 
March  2, 1889,  is  not  barred  by  a  previous  ad- 
ditiona]  entry  of  contiguous  land,  made  by 
the  applicant  under  section  6  of  said  act,  if 
the  whole  amount  of  land  thus  takon  does 
not  exceed  160  acres 277 

Adjoining  varm. 

The  original  as  well  as  the  adjoining  farm 
must  be  held  for  agricultural  purposes,  and 
the  entr^onan  must  be  the  owner  in  his  own 
right  of  the  original  farm 801 

Ownership  of  an  aiUsoent  tract  is  essen- 
tial to  the  right  of  entry  610 

Soldier's  additional. 

The  right  to  make  entry  is  personal  and 
not  assignable 206 

Land  occupied  for  townsite  purposes  not 
sultJect  to  entry 868 

ImproFeineiils* 

See  Bsttrvation. 

Indemnity. 

See  .Railroad  Orant,  School  Land, 

Indian  Eiands* 

See  Eight  qf  Way, 

The  riparian  ownership  of  an  allottee 
whose  lands  are  adjacent  to  a  meandered  non- 
navigable  lake  includes  the  lands  to  the 
middle  of  said  lake 160 

Instructions  of  February  16, 1802.  for  offer- 
ing at  public  sale  Osage  lands  that  have  not 
been  paid  fer  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  the  sale 172 

Within  the  ceded  portion  of  Oklahoma  are 
not  within  the  provisions  of  the  general 
allotment  act,  but  an  allotment  of  such  land 
made  to  protect  an  Indian^s  improvements 
excepts  the  land  covered  thereby  from  entry 
and  settlement 2SS 

Circular  instructions  of  March  22,  1892, 
with  respect  to  the  opening  to  settlement 
and  entry  of  Sissetou  and  Wnhpeton  lands  .  802 

The  preference  right  of  entry  on  Sioux 
lands,  conferred  by  section  23,  act  of  March 
2,  1889,  is  limited  to  the  lands  originally 
claimed  by  tiie  settler 868 

Allotment  should  be  made  where  selec- 
tions have  been  received  under  section  13,  act 
of  March  2, 1889,  and  there  are  no  prior  valid 
claims  thereto ;  and  in  case  of  the  allottee's 
death  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  allotment 
patent  should  issue  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 8  of  said  act ■ 480 

Formerly  occupied  by  the  Mille  Lao  In- 
dians are  not  subject  to  disposition  under 
the  general  land  laws,  but  under  the  special 
provisions  of  the  act  of  January  14,  1880. . . .  497 

Homestead  entry  made  under  the  act  of 
June  10,  1872,  improperly  canceled  on  a 
charge  of  abandonment  should  be  reinstated 
and  opportunity  given  to  show  adilitional 
compliance  with  law 548 
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Instriiciloos  and  Circiiljir^,  ^^ 

See  TtMe0  qf,  psigm  XVU  Mid  XVUL 

Island. 

Seo  Survey, 

Formed  in  »  rlyer  after  the  onrvey  and 
diapoeition  of  the  a4foiniiig  shore  landa  doea 
not  belong  to  the  United  Statea 488 

Isolated  Traist. 

See  Survey. 

Judgement. 

In  determining  the  righta  of  third  partlea 
•et  up  against  the  homestead  entry  of  a  di- 
yorced  woman,  it  la  competent  for  the  Depart- 
ment to  inquire  into  the  good  faith  of  the  di- 
vorce proceedings ....,  570 

Jurisdiction. 

See  PraHiee,  sub-title  yoHee, 

liand  Department. 

A  vacancy  in  the  office  of  either  the 
register  or  receiver,  disqualifies  the  remain- 
ing incumbent  for  the  performance  of  his 
duties  during  such  vacancy 183 

The  Commissioner  maydireotthe  anapen- 
aion  of  all  basjneas  at  a  local  office  that  re- 
quires the  Joint  action  of  both  officers, 
where  tlie  illness  of  one  renders  him  nnable 
^^^ 807,816 

Kegulations  of,  in  matters  of  prooedoie 
on  the  opening  of  pubUo  lands  to  entry, 
oonolusive  upon  parties  taking  aoUon 
thereunder  without  proteat 870 

While  closed  for  the  trausaction  of  biui- 
neea,  time  does  not  run  against  parties  cited 
to  appear  before  such  offioe 493 

The  failure  of  a  receiver  to  account  for  the 
purchase  money,  paid  on  submission  of  pre- 
empUon  proof,  does  not  defeat  the  pieemp- 
tor's right  toapatent gOQ 

A  special  agent  should  not  examine  and 
report  upon  claima  at  the  request  of  inter- 
ested parties 3g 

liake* 

See  Public  Land,  Survey. 
Under  the  law  of  Oregon  the  title  of  ri- 
parian proprietors  on  the  borders  of  naviga- 
ble, and  rivers,  ext^mds  only  to  the  water's 
edge.  The  right  beyond  the  edge  is  only 
an  easement  that  can  not  be  conveyed ii5 

If  none  of  the  lands  contiguous  to  a  former 
non-navigable  meandered,  have  been  dis- 
posed o«;  or  applied  for,  the  land  previously 
covered  by  water  may  be  surveyed  for  dis- 
position as  government  land,  if  it  has  be- 
come dry  and  fit  for  use Hj 

Kiparian  ownersliip  of  landw,  a^facent  to 
a  non-navigable  meandered,  includes  the 
lands  to  the  middle  thereof. X56 

Lands  lying  within  the  meander  line  of  a 
non-navigable,  belong  to  the  adjacent  pro- 
Prietor 274 

Purchaser  of  meandered  land  lying  on  the 
border  of  a,  takes  title  to  the  shore  line....  516  | 


JVarrled  Woman.  "**" 

See  ^fi  try,  enb  title  Timber  OuUure,  Home- 
9tead,  Pre-emption. 

ntaerai  I^and. 

See  Ooai  Land,  MaOroad  €hrmU,  School 

Land. 

Where  a  mineral  entry  has  been  allowedon 
land  returned  as  agricultural  the  burden  of 
proof  will  lie  upon  one  who  thereafter  al- 
leges the  land  to  be  in  fact  agricultural 54 

On  issue  Joined  ss  to  the  character  of  a 
tract,  the  matter  to  be  determined  is  whether 
as  a  present  fact  the  land  is  more  valuable 
fbr  mineral  than  for  agriculture 54, 50 

The  burden  of  proof  ja  with  one  who  al- 
lies the  mineral  charaeUtr  of  land  that  Is 
returned  as  agricultural 59 

There  must  be  compliance  with  the  home- 
stead law  to  bring  land  within  the  exception 
provided  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1B83  (Ala- 
bama)    268 

The  act  of  March  8,  1883,  does  not  require 
a  public  offering  of  Und  returned  as  contain- 
ing "iron,"  if  such  returned  does  not  show 
tliat  said  hind  is  "  valuable  "  for  the  iron  it 

contains  (Alabama) 28S 

I>iBoovery  of  coal  on  land  embraced 
within  an  original  homestead  entry,  pre- 
elndes  the  completion  of  enoh  entry 4M 

Hinin^r  Claim. 

The  notice  of  application  must  be  pub- 
lished in  the  newspaper  nearest  to  the  claim .  188 

Application  for  patent  eaa  not  be  allowed, 
if  the  description  of  the  olaira  in  the  pub- 
lished notice  is  not  in  acoordanoe  with  the 

oflDeial  field  notes  of  survey 45 

The  published  notice  is  solRciently  defl- 
nlts  in  the  matter  of  showing  the  conneot- 
ing  line,  where  it  identifies  the  ohiim  by 
oonneotion  with  a  corner  of  a  patented  town- 
site,  which  is  also  the  oomer  of  a  patented 
placer,  both  of  which  are  oonneoted  with  a 

mineral  monument 100, 104 

WhAre  the  pabliahed  notice  is  not  soffi- 
oiently  explicit  in  the  matter  of  deseriptlaio, 
but  i^e  posted  notice  is  in  due  form,  the  de- 
fect may  be  cured  by  equitable  action  in  the 

absence  of  protest  or  adverse  claim Mt 

Footnote  attached  to  printed  notice  of  ap- 
plication showing  period  of  publication  is 

no  part  of  the  notice I80 

A  decision  of  the  General  Land  Offioe 
holding  insufficient  the  publication  of  notioe 
on  which  a  mineral  entry  is  allowed,  and 
requiring  new  publication,  is  the  denial  of  a 
substantial  right  ttoim  which  an  appeal  wiU 

lie 

A  protestant,  who  alleges  an  adverse  inter- 
est, non-compliance  with  law,  and  whose 
application  for  a  hearing  has  been  denied,  is 

entitled  to  be  heard  on  appeal 

One  who  files  an  adverse  claim  out  of 
time,  and  brings  suit  thereon,  but  not  in 
time,  does  not  occupy  the  Atatus  of  an  •'ad- 
verse claimant,"  but  that  of  a  **protestanf 
without  interest  •....•.•••.••. 
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An  advene  olaim  filed  out  of  time  aad 
suit  baaed  theEeon  but  not  began  witbin 
the  period  preacribed  do  not  preclude  the 
allowance  of  mineral  entry;  nor  does  the 
pendency  of  aach  suit  bar  the  iflanance  of 
patent  on  said  entry 180 

The  failure  of  an  adverse  claimant  to  prose- 
cute his  suit  in  the  courts  with  reasonable 
diligence  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  the  adverse 
claim,  and  removes  the  stay  of  pro<'etMliu^8 
in  the  Department 180 

On  the  termination  of  judicial  proceedingSi 
the  entry  should  be  made  in  conformity 
with  the  decree,  and  not  allowed  in  the  ab- 
sance  of  thA  Judgment  roll 808 

Decree  of  court  in  adverse  proceedings 
deterroioAs  right  of  possession  as  between 
the  parties  but  does  not  deprive  the  Land 
Department  of  jurisdiction  to  ascertain  the 
true  character  of  the  land  and  whether  Uiere 
has  been  due  compliance  with  law 641 

Judgment  of  a  court  that  placer  ground 
may  be  taken  as  a  lode,  or  that  luiown  lodes 
may  be  entered  as  placer  ground,  subdect 
only  to  the  right  of  the  lode  olaimants  be- 
neath the  surface,  is  in  conflict  with  the  law 
and  will  not  be  followed  by  the  Department.  641 

An  entry  can  not  be  perfected  withont 
the  requisite  payment  on  application  for 
patent,  though  the  proof  may  ahow  com- 
pliance with  the  law  in  other  respects,  and 
the  claim  will  be  subject  to  relocation  sub- 
sequently, if  the  statutory  requirement  as 
to  annual  expenditure  is  not  observed 48 

Entry  of  lode  in  conflict  with  prior  placer 
patent  nee<l  not  be  canceled,  but  should  be 
suspended,  with  the  view  to  Judicial  pro- 
ceedings for  the  vacation  of  said  patent  aa 
to  the  land  in  conflict 47 

In  conflict  with  a  prior  grant  to  araOroAid 
for  station  purposes  may  past  to  patent^ 
subject  to  the  company's  right  of  occupancy 
as  to  the  part  in  conflict lOS 

A  mineral  claimant  of  land  embraced 
within  a  patented  town  site,  to  obviate  Judi- 
cial proceedings,  may  secure  a  reconvey- 
ance of  aucb  land  to  the  United  States,  and 
so  vest  the  Department  with  Jorisdiction  to 
pass  upon  the  validity  of  his  claim 186 

Plagkr. 

Placer  entry  made  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing title  to  lodes  and  veins  known  to  ex- 
ist is  in  violation  of  law  and  must  be  can- 
celed  686 

In  case  of  an  alleged  conflict  between  an  ' 
agricnltnhil  entry  and  a  prior  placer  claim, 
the  actual  extent  of  said  claim  should  be 
shown  by  survey 69 

Patent  for  a  placer  passes  title  to  all  lodes 
or  vefns  containe<l  therein  if  they  are  not 
known  to  exist  at  the  date  application  is 
made 654 

Aplacerpatent  for  land  indudingaknown 
lode  not  specifically  exc<^pt€<l,  conveys  tltie 
to  all  of  said  land,  and  torminat-es  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Department  over  the  same. . .    47 


Page. 
Mill  Sitb. 

The  building  of  a  tram  road,  or  the  grad- 
ing of  the  road  bed  therefor,  ia  not  such  a 
nse  or  improvement  of  the  land  aa  warrants 
the  allowance  of  a  mill  site U 

Application  for  a  mill  site  will  not  be  al- 
lowed where  the  improvements  are  located 
on  the  line  between  two  mill  aites,  withont 
either  location  possessing  the  requisite  im- 
provements independently  of  the  other ....    11 

The  erection  and  maintsnanoe  tn  good 
faith  of  dwelling  hooses  for  the  oocupanoy 
of  workmen  employed  for  purposes  in  con- 
nection with  a  mill  is  such  an  occupancy 
as  will  authorise  tiie  allowance  of  a  mill 
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The  first  danae  of  section  2337,  Keviaed 
Statutes,  contemplates  the  allowance  of  a 
miU  site  only  where  the  land  is  used  or  oo- 
oupied  for  mining  or  miUing  pozpoaea  at 
the  time  appliei^onia  made.... 044 

Nainralizatloo* 

See  Alton. 

New  ]fl:idrid. 
Notice* 

SeePrMtfoi. 

Officer* 

Failure  of,  to  properly  report  i 
does  not  defeat  rlghta  thereunder . 

Offering. 

See  Mineral  Land, 

Oklahoma. 

See  SeluH>l  Land,  Town  8U$, 

The  commutation  of  a  homestead  entry 
under  section  21,  act  of  Hay  2, 1800,  can  not 
he  allowed  where  it  ia  apparent  that  the 
land  is  intended  for  town-site  purposes. ...    18 

Under  section  22,  act  of  May  2,  1800,  tha 
entrymau  may  purchase  for  town-aite  pur- 
poses such  subdivisions  as  may  be  required 
therefor,  and  perfect  title  to  the  remainder 
under  the  homestead  law 18 

An  entryman  who  desires  to  purchase  for 
town-site  purposes  under  section  22,  act  of 
May  2, 1890,  must  show  that  he  is  entitled  to 
perfect  title  under  the  homestead  law,  with- 
ont reference  to  the  fact  that  the  land  is  oe- 
oupied  and  required  for  town-site  purposes  146 

A  homesteader  who  has  voluntarily  parted 
with  the  control  of  the  greater  part  of  his 
land,  and  agreed  to  convey  title  thereto 
when  his  claim  is  perfected,  is  disqualified 
as  a  homesteader,  and  hence  oan  not  pnx^ 
chase  under  section  22,  act  of  May  2,  1890  .  146 

I^ands  acquired  frmn  the  Sac  and  Fox  na- 
tion under  the  agreement  approved  Febru* 
ary  13. 1^91,  and  included  within  a  home- 
stead entry,  may  be  purchased  for  town-site 
purposes  under  section  22,  act  of  &ay  2, 
1800 419 
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Payment  for  land  pnrchased  under  section 
22,  act  of  May  22,  should  be  made  in  cur- 
rency, or  by  draft  on  New  York,  exchange 
paid il9 

A  homestead  made  with  Intent  to  nse  a 
part  of  the  land  as  a  town  site  Is  inralid  fai 
its  entirety,  and  the  Inyalidity  can  not  be 
limited  to  particular  tracts  either  by  reUn- 
qnishment,  or  pnichase  of  a  portion  of  the 
land  under  section  21,  act  of  June  2, 1890...  482 

One  who  is  lawftiUy  within,  at  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  March  2,  1B80,  and  sore- 
mains  until  the  lands  are  opened  to  settle- 
ment and  entry,  but  does  not  take  advantage 
of  his  presence  as  against  others,  is  not  dis- 
qualified by  such  presence  from  acquiring 
title  in  said  Territoiy SOS 

Osairc  Land* 

See  Indian  Lands. 
PaBKS  and  Cl^MBTBRIES. 

Circular  of  May  23, 1892,  issaed  under  the 
act  of  September  30,  1890,  authorising  in- 
corporated towns  to  make  entry  of  public 
lands  for  park  and  cemetery  x>arposes 500 

Patent. 

See  Ggrtificationf  Totcn  Site. 

May  be  aarr^idered,  and  other  land  taken 
in  aatififaotion  thereof,  to  correct  an  error 
of  the  Land  Department  and  avoid  litiga- 
tion     60 

The  Commissioner  may,  on  the  request  of 
the  patentee,  withhold  and  cancel  a,  that 
does  not  describe  the  land  entered,  even 
though  a  reUnqoishment  of  the  erroneous 
patent  is  not  filed Sgg 

Portion  of  land  included  may  be  relin- 
quished,  and  in  the  place  of  such  land  a 
tract  may  be  taken  which  through  mistake 
was  not  included  in  the  original  entry  nor 
in  the  patent  issued  thereon 475 

When  issued  in  conformity  with  the  en- 
tire record,  the  Department  is  without  au- 
thority to  accept  a  surrender  thereof  for 
the  amendment  of  the  record  and  reissue 
in  accordance  wiUi  the  amended  record ....  684 

Payment* 

A  deposit  of  money  in  a  goyemment  d»> 
pository  may  be  accepted  as,  where  a  large 
sum  is  involved 4^ 

Being  made  in  ftdl  for  land,  the  failure  of 
the  receiver  to  account  for  the  money,  does 
not  defeat  the  right  to  a  patent 20O 

Failure  of  local  offices  to  report  proof  and, 
does  not  defeat  rights  secured  by  an  entry.  849 

For  an  excess  in  acreage  under  a  timber- 
culture  entry,  can  not  be  credited  upon  a 
subsequent  relinquishment  and  homestead 
entry  of  the  land  by  the  same  party 569 

For  Oldahoma  land,  entered  for  town  site 
purposes  under  section  22,  act  of  May  2, 1890, 
should  be  made. either  in  currency,  or  by 
New  York  drafts  exchange  paid 419 


Page. 
PreSmptor  not  required  to  wait  until  near 
the  expiration  of  fiUng  to  apply  fiir  exten- 
sion of  time  for ; G09 

Practice. 

GSNSBALLY. 

The  Department  may  waive  questions 
aflbcting  the  regularly  of  proceedings  be- 
^^ 47 

Bule  53  amended  so  ae  to  permit  the  sub- 
mission of  final  proof  during  the  pendency 
ofaoonteat 250 

Hegulations  of  locsl  oflice  in  the  matter  of 
procedure  on  opening  public  lands  to  entiy 
condusive  upon  parties  taking  action  there- 
under without  protest 870 

Papers  are  not  filed  when  received  at  the 
local  office  during  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of 
either  register  or  receiver 133 

Under  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  an  entry 
should  not  be  canceled,  time  should  not  mn 
against  the  entiyman  while  the  local  office 
is  closed ^gg 

A  motion  to  dismiss  filed  after  the  day  set 
for  hearing  should  not  be  acted  upon  with- 
out notice  to  the  opposite  party  91 

An  order  of  the  local  office  dismissing  a 
contest  is  not  swi  sponte^  where  sush  action 
is  not  taken  until  after  a  motion,  asking 
therefor,  has  been  filed ©1 

A  motion  to  dismiss,  under  the  order  of 
January  17,  1891,  must  be  sustained  whexe 
it  appears  that  the  Departoient  is  without 
Jurisdiction,  patent  having  issued  fbr  the 
land.... 880 

Brief  containing  charges  of  corruption 
against  officers  of  the  Land  Department  will 
be  stricken  from  the  filea 440 

Amkndment. 

In  prooeedtaigs  against  a  final  entry  the 
local  oflicers  have  no  authority  to  allow, 
where  the  new  matter  is  not  related  to  the 
orginal  charge 447 

Appeal. 

By  different  parties,  and  relating  to  dif- 
ferent tracts  of  Isnd,  should  be  transmitted 
to  the  Department  separately JTl 

Will  lie  from  a  decision  requiring  a  min- 
eral entryman  to  make  new  publication  of 
notice fgff. 

Will  not  lie  fh>m  an  interlocutory  order  .  486 

Bight  of,  should  be  accorded  a  mineral 
protestant  who  alleges  an  adverse  interest^ 
non-complisnce  with  law,  and  whoee  applioa- 
tion  for  a  heuing  lias  been  denied tt 

In  the  absence  of,  the  Commissioner's  de- 
cision becomes  final,  and  he  is  tihereafter 
without  Jurisdiction  to  modify  hla  aoti<Mi 
therein 974 

In  the  absence  of,  the  decision  of  the  local 
office  is  iinal  as  to  the  facts  and  can  be  dJa- 
turbed  only  under  Kttle  48 —.••••••• n$ 
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TfanA  An*!  mb  iMt  Im  0rl8Dd6d  by  itipfilA- 
ttonofaUomeys 428 

SxtoDsion  of  the  time  for  takfaig,  oan  not 
begzantodbythelooaloffloers 

▲pplioatUm  for  the  extension  of  the  time 
allowed  for,  shoald  be  presented  to  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Offloe,  and  before  said  period  has 
eocptred ......•..............■••.•>.... 

One  who  consents  to  delay  In  takfaig,  can 
not  be  heard  to  ndse  the  question  of  time,  if 
the  Department  takes  action  on  the  merits 
of  the  case 

Time  for  taking,  is  not  suspended  by  a 
motion  for  reyiew  filed  ont  of  time 47 

Rnle  79  is  not  appUoable  ezo^t  where  the 
motion  for  review  is  filed  within  the  time 
allowed  for  appeal IM 

Time  for  taking,  begins  to  ran  from  the 
date  when  service  of  the  notice  of  the  decis- 
ion is  first  made,  where  said  notice  is  served 
both  on  the  attorney  of  record  and  the  party 
he  represents 428 

Ten  days  additional  allowed  for  the  pei> 
foction  of,  from  the  local  office,  where  notice 
of  decision  is  sent  by  mail 862 

Will  not  be  entertained  in  the  abeenoe  of 
due  notice  to  adverse  parties 462 

Specifications  of  error,  to  receive  consid- 
eration, should  set  ont  the  partionlar  objec- 
tions raised  to  the  decision  from  which  the 
appeal  is  taken 700 

Amended  specifications  of  erroi,  filed  ont 
of  time,  can  not  be  accepted  on  the  gronnd 
that  the  delay  was  oansed  by  the  necessity 
of  employing  new  connael 217 

Bole  82  does  not  contemplate  notice  to  the 
appellant,  with  opportunity  for  amendment 
where  proper  specifications  of  error  are  not 
filed 217 

Bight  of,  from  Commissioner's  decision  Is 
lost,  where  the  appeal  from  the  local  office 
does  not  contain  a  specification  of  errors  and 
is  dismissed  for  that  reason 170 

Costs. 

A  motion  to  dismiss,  on  the  ground  that 
the  contestant  has  not  paid  the  requisite 
fees,  should  not  be  suntained  where  prior  to 
action  thereon  said  fees  have  been  paid 01 

Shoold  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with 
rnle  56,  in  a  contest  where  no  preference 
right  is  claimed  under  the  act  of  May  14, 
1880 18 

NOTICR. 

Bule  14  amended  so  as  to  not  require  post- 
ing on  the  land  in  case  of  government  pro* 
eeedings  against  entries  under  the  timber 
and  stone  act 04 

Of  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ment is  not  on  the  same  basis  as  in  the  case 
of  a  contestant  seeking  to  secure  oancelU- 
tion 84 

Proof  of  senrloe  moat  be  filed  in  the  local 
office  by  the  contestant • 819 


Page. 

Psnonal  aenrloa  li  not  ■eemed  by  reading 
the  notioe  to  the  wife  of  defendant  and  de- 
livering to  her  a  copy  at  the  house  and  usual 
plaoe  of  defendant's  residenoe 188 

Service  by  publication  is  authorised  where 
U  is  made  to  appear  that  personsl  service 
oan  not  be  seeured  by  persistent  and  diligent 
effort 182 

Of  a  decision  may  be  made  either  on  the 
attorney  of  record  or  the  party  he  repre- 
sents  428,448 

To  an  attorney  of  record  of  any  action  in 
aoaseis notice tothe party  he  represents. 287, 700 

Of  action  on  town  site  application  should 
be  given  the  party  who  files  the  same 828 

Of  a  decision  can  not  be  claimed  as  a  right 
by  a  transferee  who  has  no  statement  of  his 
interest  on  file  in  the  local  office 126 

Failure  to  receive,  of  decision  U  no  ground 
for  reinstatement  of  contest,  if  due  to  con- 
testant's negligence 818 

Failure  to  perfect  service  of,  where  a  case  is 
continued  for  that  purpose  is  proper  ground 
for  dismissal  of  case 688 

Of  appeal  from  the  rejection  of  spplicntion 
to  enter.  Departmental  rnling  in  force  at 
time  of  appeal  should  be  recognised 662 

Objection  to  juTisdiotion  for  want  of,  is 
not  waived  by  taking  part  in  subsequent 
proceedings 689 

Rkhbarino. 

Motion  for,  filed  within  time,  snspends  the 
running  of  time  allowed  for  appeal,  but  filed 
out  of  time  does  not  so  operate 67 

Application  for,  made  wlille  the  case  is  be- 
fore the  local  office,  should  be  considered  by 
the  register  and  receiver  end  decision  ren- 
dered thereon 227 

Application  for,  though  once  denied,  may 
be  allowed  where  it  is  made  to  appear  that 
the  decision  in  question  was  procured 
through  fraud  and  deceit  practiced  upon  the 
government 08 

Review. 

Will  not  be  granted  on  the  motion  of  a 
stranger  to  the  record 461 

Transferee  who  applies  for,  allegin^r  that 
the  decision  is  not  final  an  to  him  for  want 
of  notice,  must  show  that  a  statement  of  his 
interest  was  on  file  in  the  local  office 126 

Rule  70  does  not  apply  to  motion  filed  ont 
of  the  time  allowed  for  the  appeal 154 

Time  within  which  a  motion  for,  must  be 
filed  begins  to  run  from  the  date  when  serv- 
ice of  tiie  notice  of  deeinion  is  first  made, 
where  such  notice  is  served  buth  upon  the 
attorney  and  the  party  he  represents 443 

Motion  for,  will  be  denied  where  no  new 
queetion  of  law  or  fact  is  presented 90 

Will  not  be  granted  on  the  gronnd  that  a 
reexamination  of  the  evidence  will  bring 
about  a  difildrent  decision 08 

On  the  ground  that  the  decision  is  against 
the  weight  of  evidence,  wiU  not  be  granted 
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mig^bt  diifer  M  to  the  eoBclnstonfl  tbAt  should 

be  drawn  therefrom 4l6 

In  the  abscnoe  of  tttotfOtt  fior,  the  TJeptat' 
ment  haa  the  reqnistte  authority  to  ooneok 
its  own  mistAkes  while  the  Atthjcpct-mstter 
is  yet  nndef  its  own  Jnrisdidfon 443 

Prc-eioptioii. 

See  Settlement, 

Delay  in  the  Issnanoe  of  final  oertifioat* 
does  not  impair  the  right  of  the  preSmptor 
who  has  shown  ddo  compliance  with  the 
law  to  take  other  land  nnder  the  homestead 


law. 


12 


Transmutation  of  a  claim  to  a  homestead 
entry  should  not  be  allowed  without  notioe 
to  adverse  daimante 130 

^  claim  initiated  after  the  passage  of  the 

act  of  March  2, 1880,  can  not  be  transmuted 
thereunder  by  one  who  has  had  the  benefit 
of  a  homestead  entry 252 

The  inhibitory  prorisions  of  the  first 
elanse  of  section  2260,  R.  S.,  do  not  extend  to 
the  ownership  of  a  trustee 216 

A  settler  who  has  received  final  homestead 
oertiflcate  for  a  tract  is  not  within  the  sec- 
ond inhibition  of  section  2290,  R.  S.,  where  a 
snbseqnont  government  enrvey  brings  his 
improvements  within  the  lines  of  an  adja- 
cent tract,  and  he  files  tiierefor  under  the 
preemption  law 800 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  does 
not  bring  the  holder  within  the  inhibition 
of  section  2260,  R.  S.,  where  the  title  to  said 
laud  is  not  in  the  vendor 318 

Frecmptor  who  has  complied  with  re- 
quirements in  the  matter  of  settlement  aod 
is  called  away  by  military  service  has  six 
months  after  close  of  service  in  which  to 
make  entry ^ 884 

Rlj;ht  of,  can  not  be  exercised  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  living  apart  l^m  her  husband 
under  a  voluntary  agreement  at  separation  450 

Right  of  heir  to  submit  proof  under  seo- 
tiou  2200  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  he 
may  have  sold  his  interest  in  the  land 468 

Chie  holding  title,  under  a  private  land 
olaimsnt,  to  a  larger  amount  of  land  than  ho 
would  be  entitled  to  take  as  a  pre^mptor,  la 
not  thereby  debarred  i^m  entering  160  acres 
of  such  land  when  it  is  restored  if  he  Is 
then  a  settlor  thereon (06 

Various  acts  of  Congress  cited  wherein 
additional  time  is  given  to  prove  up  on  un- 
ofieredland 066 

Price  of  EiRud* 

See  Publie  Land. 

Private  Claim* 

See  StatM  and  Territoriei, 

The  repeal  of  section  8,  act  of  Joly  22, 
1851,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof,  d»> 
privesthe  Bepartmentof  authority  todetdare 
further  reservations  of  land  under  said  acts.    07 
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Tlw  fllOFV6y  M*,  tnMw  A  OToree  of  ookftrss- 
•tion  tliat  adopts  the  aet  of  Jurldioal  peases 
sion,  mti«t  be  gov«nMkl  b^  the  reoenl  of  jitrt- 
Aoal  meesnrement,  and  oot  by  a  ooi^t^olimri 
estttuate  fit  tfree  set  fenh  th  said  desree. ...  260 

The  eonfinnation  of  the  Les  Trigce,  based 
on  the  report  of  the  stirvej'or-general  was  a 
AmI  settlement  of  all  qneetions  as  to  the 
Unjitirtions  of  area  by  indoeare  and  oaltivv- 
tiofM,  and  conveyed  foil  title  to  the  land 
within  the  boundaries 866 

Department  has  no  authority  to  order  the 
resnrveyof  ■  patented,  while  the  patent 
therefor  is  ontstanding.  <..  4 667 

The  liepartment  has  no  anthority  to  make 
an  agreement  by  which  runflrmees  eon 
iecnrc,  through  desert  entry,  lands  inrproved 
by  them  that  will  fall  outside  of  the  grant 
if  located  as  required  by  the  confirmatory . .  006 
The  eottfirmees  of  the  Scully,  have  the  right 
to  select  the  potnrt  of  location  when  the  gov- 
ernment  is  ready  to  survey  the  tract  con- 
firmed, but  a  failure  to  exercise  this  right, 
after  due  cotice,  will  be  treated  as  a  waiver 
ofsaid  privilege 606 

Location  of,  if  not  fixed  and  definite,  does 
sot  effect  a  disposition  of  the  land 674 

Private  Entry. 

See  AppUeation. 

Of  land  embraced  within  a  prior  timber 
culture  eutry  may  be  equitably  confirmed 
where  said  entry  has  been  canceled,  no  ad- 
verse claim  exists,  and  good  fsith  is  appar> 
ent 00 

*  Cannot  be  allowed  of  land  embraced 
within  a  prior  timber  culture  entry,  though 
such  entry  may  not  be  of  lecord  at  the  data 
of  the  purchase M2 

May  bo  equitably  confirmed  when  made 
on  land  appropriated  by  entry,  if  said  entiy 
is  subsequently  canceled  fixr  illegalltiy •  i44 

Protestant. 

See  Mining  Claim. 

Public  Land* 

SeeXais. 

The  price  of  lands  within  the  llmlte  of 
the  forfeited  Texas  Pacific  graatt  remained 
at  double  minimum  until  the  aet  of  March 
2,1889 • 

The  price  of  desert  land  under  the  law  aa 
amended  by  the  act  of  March  8, 1801,  is  one 
dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  with- 
out regard  to  tiie  limits  of  railroad  grants.    T4 

Price  of  land  under  a  commnted  tfanber 
culture  entry  anthoriaed  by  Idie  act  of 
March  3, 1891,  is  one  dollar  and  twenty-five 
cents  per  acre  without  referenoe  to  limits  of 
railroad  grants T6 

Sale  of,  that  is  bounded  by  a  water  line, 
as  shown  by  the  official  survey,  convej's  to 
the  patentee  a  riparian  right,  indodiof 
subsequent  accretions ITS 


*  This  decision  was  rendered  on  the  reoall  Mid  Taootion  of  the  deoiaioai  of  Jaauaiy  SS,  ISO!. 
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TI10  0WB  BQttibered  seeltom  wfthlit  thtf 
granted  lindte  of  the  K«yrtlieni  FadOe  b»- 
f^tym  double  miniiniiin  when  the  line  of 
general  fonts  was  fixed 877 

la  the  leeetioii  of  agrloultural  oollege 
iorip,  isatied  onder  the  aot  of  July  2, 1864^ 
the  scrip  must  be  computed  at  single  minl- 
mnm ..•......••.••••• 8m 

Pnrehaser. 

See  AlieMttion,  Entry  (tub-tUUi  Chnflrma^ 
Hon),  H<metUad,  (t^b-HtU,  Mt  <^J«n$  IB,  ttSO), 
SUtUi  and  TerritofUi, 

Railroad  Grant* 

Gbnbrally. 

Of  lands  subject  to  Indiait  oeoopaney, 
pass  to  the  company  suhjeot  to  such  rights 

excluding  settlement  clulms  thereto 800 

The  lateral  Itanits  of  the  grant  to  the  South- 
em  Pacific  should  be  adjusted  on  the  line  of 
location,  but  where  the  constructed  road 
has  been  adopted  as  the  basis  of  a^jostment 
the  limits  thus  establiahed  will    not    be 

chuiged 284 

A  settlement  claim  on  land  within  the 
Indemnity  limits  of  theKew  Orleans  Pacific 
grant  is  protected  by  section  2  of  the  act  of 

Pebruary  8, 1887 866 

Porfeiture  for  breach  of  condition  subse- 
quent, may  be  declared  judicially,  or  by  aot 

of  Congress 828,321 

The  lands  certified  under  the  grant  of 
June  3, 1866,  and  embraced  within  the  forfeli* 
ure  act  of  July  14,  1870,  were  by  said  aot  re- 
stored to  the  public  domain,  and  the  certl- 
-flcations  thereof  vacated;  the  lands  so  re- 
leased, being  public  when  the  grant  to  the 
Kew  Orleans  Pacific  became effectlye  passed 

to  said  company 821.888 

The  forfeiture  declared  by  aot  of  Septem- 
ber 20, 1890,  was  complete  on  the  passage  of 
the  set  and  opened  to  settlement  at  once  the 

lands  designated  thereiii 860 

In  the  overlapping  primary  limits  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  and  Oregon  and  California 
roads,  east  of  Portland,  the  grant  is  to  the 
former,  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  is 
forfeited  by  the  act  of  1890,  to  the  extent  of 
the  withdrawal  made  under  Sec.  6,  act  of  I864 
and  under  said  act  of  forfc^iinre  no  rights  of 
the  Oregon  road  are  recognised  within  said 

«onfi1ctiiig  limits 187 

The  relinquishment  of  June  25, 1881,  filed 
by  the  grantee  under  the  act  of  May  17, 1850, 
was  for  the  benefit  of  bona  fide  Bettlers,  and 
one  who  in  fact  never  effected  a  settlement, 

is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof 103 

The  relinquishment  of  June  25,  1881,  in 
favor  of  *'  a(;tiinl  bona  fide  settlers  "  does  not 
extend  to  one  who  was  at  said  date  not  a 
qualified  settler,  being  a  minor  and  not  the 

head  of  a  family 288 

Eelinquishnient  of  rights  under  a  with- 
drawal ostof s  the  npftrtion  of  any  claim 
thereunder  as  against  a  subsequent  settler.  004 
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The  governor's  relinquishment  under  the 
State  aot  of  1877,  for  the  benefit  of  a  setUer 
on  a  listed  tract  within  tlie  primary  limits 
diii^ests  the  comptmy  of  all  title.  (St.  P.,  M. 
AM.Ry.  Co.) 440 

Lands  Excepted. 

An  unexpired  preemption  filing  of  record 
at  the  date  when  the  grant  becomes  efi\x;tive 
excepts  from  its  operation  the  land  covered 

thereby 9,237,056,884 

An  expired  preemption  filing  of  record  at 
date  when  the  grant  becomes  efl'ective  does 
not  except  the  land  covered  thereby  fron^ 

the  operation  of  the  grant 624 

Bees  not  take  offset  upon  land  included 
within  an  application  to  loeale  a  miUtaty 

bounty  land  wartant » 878 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  7,  aot 
^    of  July  28,  1866,  existing  at  the  date  the 
gnoBi  becomes  efieotive  excepts  the  land  cov- 
ered thereby S80 

When  settlement  and  occupancy  alone  are 
relied  upon  as  excepting  land  f^m  a,  it 
must  affirmatirely  appear  that  such  settler 
had  the  right  to  assert  a  claim  under  the  set- 
tlement laws 868 

The  discovery  of  the  mineral  oharaoter  of 
land  at  any  time  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
patent  efieotually  excludes  such  land  iRrom 

the  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific 609 

Por  the  St.  Vincent  extension  Is  a  new 
grant,  later  in  date  to  that  made  for  the  maid 
Une,  and  lands  withdrawn,  as  indemnity, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  latter,  are  excepted 
ftom  the  subsequent  operation  of  the  grant 

for  the  branch  line 046 

The  grant  of  May  4,  1870,  is  a  float,  and 
does  not  take  effect  upon  specific  tracts  un- 
til definite  loeatfon ;  and  a  homestead  entry 
made  prior  to  suoh  location  excepts  the  land 
covered  thereby  fh>m  the  grant,  though  no 
exception  is  made  therein  of  lands  thus  ap- 
propriated.   (Oregon  Central) 288 

WiTHDRAWAI*. 

JBxecutive  fbr  indemnity  purposes  does 
not  eflbct  until  received  at  the  local  office. . .  591 

Lands  withdrawn  on  general  route  of 
Norihem  Pacific  are  not  subject  to  settle- 
ment or  purchase  under  the  coal-land  law. .  484 

On  general  route  for  the  main  line,  while 
standing;,  excludes  the  land  covere<l  thereby 
ftom  selection  as  indemnity  for  lands  lost  on 
the  main  or  branch  line.  (Northern  Pa- 
cific)   625 

That  followed  on  filing  map  of  general 
route  under  the  grant  of  July  27,  1866,  ex- 
cluded the  lands  covered  thereby  from  pre- 
emption filing  and  settlement 158 

A  map  of  general  route  is  not  a  require- 
ment attached  to  the  grant  made  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Sioux  City  and  Pacific  line 
by  section  17,  act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  the  fil- 
ing of  such  map  works  no  withdrawal 196 

l)oos  not  take  effect  upon  land  covered  by 
an  unexpired  preemption  filing 664, 364 
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Wot  indemnity  pnrpoAea  dor«  not  take  ef- 
ftct  upon  lands  embraced  within  a  nabais^ 
Ing  preiSmption  Hling  or  ]ioiiieMt<'«ad  entry  ..    79 

Does  not  take  effect  ni)on  land  embraced 
within  a  private  cash  entry Ml 

Contemplated  by  section  8,  act  of  July  27, 
1808,  relates  only  to  lands  within  primary 
limits,  and  the  validity  of  any  further  with- 
drawal is  dependent  upon  executive  action.  810 

Ko  rights,  eith(%r  legal  or  equitable,  are 
acquired  by  settloment  on  lands  withdrawn 
by  executive  order 880 

Indemnity. 

The  fact  that  a  deficit  exists  la  the 
granted  limits  does  not  relieve  the  company 
from  the  necessity  of  selection  to  acquire 
title  to  indemnity  lands 810 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
In  the  caae  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Faciflo  Com- 
pany against  the  Korthem  Pacific  did  not 
rule  that  title  to,  can  be  acquired  without 
■election 601 

The  decision  of  the  IT.  S.  Supreme  Court 
in  the  case  of  the Iforthem  Paoificv.  St.  Paul 
and  Minneapolis  Company  did  not  involve 
the  disposition  of  the  Idemnity  lands  of 
the  former  company  not  withdrawn  until 
after  the  rights  of  the  latter  company  at- 
tached   024 

Land  covered  by  an  expired  preemption 
flUng,  but  on  which  the  prerimptor  is  re- 
aiding,  is  not  snlvfect  to  selection 005 

Selection  of,  pending  on  appeal,  precludes 
the  acquisitiou  of  adverse  rights  by  filing 
or  settlement 418 

The  departmental  order  of  May  28,  1883, 
relieving  the  Northern  Pacific  from  spedfi- 
oatilon  of  bases  does  not  apply  to  lands  not 
protected  by  withdrawal 878 

No  rights  are  secured  by  selection  of  lands 
embraced  within  an  unexpired  preemption 
filing  of  record 802 

Conflict  between  a  selection  and  a  home- 
stead entiy  may  be  settled  either  under  the 
selection  or  on  offer  of  flnol  proof 70 

A  settlement  right  existing  at  the  date 
when  the  revocation  of  on  indemnity  with- 
drawal takes  effect,  excludes  the  land  ftt>m 
subsequent  selection 192 

An  entry  of  land  previously  withdrawn  is 
no  bar  to  the  right  of  selection  if  exercised 
before  the  revocation  of  the  withdrawal  be- 
comes effective Ill 

Land  within  common  limits,  and  excepted 
firom  withdrawal,  is  subject  to  selection  by 
either  company,  or  open  to  settlement  and 
entry 70 

The  even-numbered  sections  within  the 
primary  limits  of  the  grant  for  the  Leaven- 
worth, Lawrence,  nnd  Galveston  road  are 
reserved  to  the  United  States,  and  therefore 
excepted  from  the  grant  to  the  MiwAourl, 
Kansas  and  Texas  road,  and  can  not  bo  taken 
in  lieu  of  defidenoies  in  its  plaoe  limits ....  104 
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The  grsBts  to  the  Wills  Valley  road,  and 
Kortheast  and  Southwestern  by  the  act  of 
June  3, 1858,  were  distinct  and  separate,  and 
there  is  no  authority  for  the  oertifioation  of 
lands  within  the  limits  of  one  road  to  sat* 
isfy  losses  on  account  of  the  other  (Ala)  ...  120 

Act  op  June  22,  1874. 

The  right  of  a  qualified  settler  excludes 
the  land  covered  thereby  fttun  selection 
under  said  act 288 

And  August  20,  1800,  while  oflbring  in- 
ducements to  companies  to  relinquish  lands 
on  which  filings  and  entries  have  been  made, 
leave  tliem  at  liberty  to  relinquish  or  not  as 
they  may  think  best 805 

Railroad  I^aods* 

Act  op  March  3,  1887. 

The  act  of  March  8, 1887,  confers  no  new 
authority  in  the  matter  of  bringing  suit  to 
recover  title,  but  makes  that  mandatory 
which  before  was  discretiomoy 182 

Prior,  to  the  institution  of  suit  for  the  xe- 
oovery  of  title,  a  demand  for  reconveyance 
must  be  made  upon  the  company,  and  this 
demand  can  only  be  directed  by  the  Seoi^ 
tary  of  theL[iterior 0 

Procccflings  for  the  recovery  of  title  are 
authorized  where  patent  has  erroneously 
issued  for  lands  excepted  from  the  grant.  .0, 8B8 

Proceedings  authorized  for  the  recovery 
of  title,  where  lands  have  been  enroneonsly 
certified  on  account  of  a  grant 884 

The  Department  has  authority  to  insti- 
tute proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  title  to 
lands  erroneously  oertifled,  whether  such 
lands  are  in  the  hands  of  the  original 
grantee,  or  have  passed  to  third  parties 120 

The  necessity  for  Judicial  proceedings  to 
recover  title,  where  lands  in  excess  uf  a 
grant  have  been  certified,  is  not  obviated  by 
matters  of  defense  that  may  be  set  up 
against  such  action m 

Proceedings  advised  for  the  recovery  of 
lands  patented  to  the  Oregon  and  California 
Company,  lying  witliin  the  conflicting  pri- 
mary limits  of  the  grant  to  said  company 
and  that  to  ISie  Northern  Pacific  east  of 
PortUnd 102 

One  who  has  contracted  to  seQ  land  pur- 
chased from  a  railroad  company,  to  which 
title  subsequently  fails,  is  a  proper  part}*  to 
perfect  title  under  section  4,  act  of  March  3, 
1887 18 

The  right  of  a  purchaser  to  perfect  titte 
under  section  4  is  intended  to  cover  cases 
where  the  lands  were  unearned  and  errone- 
ously patented  or  certified 18 

The  right  to  (tcrfect  title  under  section  4, 
act  of  March  3,  1887,  is  not  defeated  by  the 
fact  that  the  purchaser  is  the  president  of  the 
comjiany  and  trustee  for  the  bond-owners,  if 
there  is  no  evidence  of  bad  fkith  on  the  part 
of  said  purchaser  as  against  the  company 
or  said  bond-owners • li 
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The  right  of  m  settler  to  perfect  title  un- 
der the  proviso  to  Boction  5  defeate  the  claim 
of  a  purchaser  from  the  oompany,  under  the 
body  of  said  section 554 

The  second  proviso  to  section  5  applies 
only  to  lands  which  at  the  date  of  the  act 
had  been  settled  upon  in  good  faith  subse- 

qnently  to 'I>eceinber  2, 1882 237 

.  A  settlement  right  acquired  after  De- 
cember 1,  1882.  defeats  the  claim  of  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  company 36 

The  privilege  of  purchase  under  said  act 
extends  only  to  cases  where  the  right  of 
the  settler  and  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the 
company  has  been  defeated  through  an  er- 
roneous disposition  of  the  land 35 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  company, 
or  one  taking  thereunder,  who  has  transfer- 
red the  laud,  may  perfect  title  under  section 
5,  where  the  claim  of  the  company  fails.. .  253 

The  right  to  perfect  title  under  the  first 
danse  of  section  5  is  intended  for  those  who 
have  in  good  faith  paid  their  money  for  a 
title  believed  by  thcra  to  be  good,  and  the  ' 
fact  that  such  purchivier  holds  under  a  quit- 
claim deed  will  not  exclude  him  from  the 
heneflte  of  said  section 498 

The  demand  preliminary  to  Judicial  pro- 
ceedings for  the  recovery  of  title  may  be 
made  upon  the  present  holders  of  tlie  land 
and  parties  apparently  having  an  interest 
thereini  when  .the.  .original  c^inpnny  has 
ceased  to  exist,  and  has  dispouod  of  the 
hind 129 

Rdieaiioir. 

See  Praetiee. 

Reinstniement. 

See  Entry. 

RcliiiQuisliinent. 

See  Bailroad  Grant, 

Of  a  final  entry  may  be  accepted  without 

requiring  the  entryman  to  show  that  he  has 

not  transferred  the  land  where  no  interest 

of  a  transferee  is  asserted,  and  the  record 

:    discloses  no  fraudulent  intent 82 

Of  a  desert  entry  opens  the  land  covered 
thereby  to  settlement  and  entry  without 
further  action  on  the  part  of  the  General 
Land  Office 123 

Executed  by  the  entrjman  while  so  in- 
.  toxicated  as  to  not  comprehend  the  charac- 
ter of  the  instrument  is  ineffective 183 

Sent  to  the  local  oftico  during  a  vacancy 
in  the  office  of  the  register  is  not  filed  in 
contemplation  of  law,  and  if  returned  to  the 
entryman  before  the  vacancy  is  fillrd  up 
action  can  be  taken  thereon 133 

Accompanie<l  with  an  application  to  enter, 
filed  simultaneously  with  an  uftidavit  of 
contest,  defeats  the  right  of  the  contestant.  144 

Will  not  be  accepteti  where  the  right  of  a 
transfcx««!  would  be  defeated  thereby. .  .224, 644 

Inures  to  the  bi*nefitof  a  contest  if  filed 
as  the  result  thereof 806 
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Does  not  inure  to  the  henefit  of  a  contest 
that  is  Initiated  for  the  purpose  of  firaudu- 
lently   defeating  rights   acquired  in  good 

faith  under  said  relinquishment 383 

Filed  during  the  pendency  of  a  contest 
and  as  the  result  thereof,  inures  to  the  ben- 
efit of  the  contestant  and  excludes  all  rights 
under  the  subsequent  application  of  an- 
other to  proceed  against  the  entry  in  ques- 
tion  420 

Of  a  timber-culture  entry,  accompanied  by 
a  homestead  application  of  the  entryman, 
does  not  defeat  the  adverse  right  of  a  set- 
tler then  on  the  land  489 

Repayment. 

The  authority  for,  of  excess  over  single 
minimum,  in  caseof  an  entry  within  the  for- 
feited limits  of  the  Texas  Pacific  grant  made 
priorto  March2,1889 8 

The  only  person  qualified  to  apply  for,  is 
the  one  in  whom  the  title  to  the  land  is 
rested  at  the  date  of  the  cancellation  of  the 
entry,  or  the  heirs  of  such  party 101 

A  purcliaser  of  the  land  subsequent  to  the 
cancellntion  of  the  entry  acquires  no  right 
to  a  repayment  of  the  purchase  money  paid 
by  the  entryman 140 

Of  interest  on  deferred  payments  under 
an  Osage  entr>'  not  authoriKe<l  by  statute. .  204 

Ifo' statutory  authority  for,  wliere  the  re- 
ceiver fails  to  account  for  the  purchase  price 
of  land,  and  the  entryman  pays  therefor  a 
second  time x.  236 

An  entry  allowed  on  insufficient  proof, 
submitted  without  fraud  or  concealment,  is 
**  erroneously  allowed"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  providing  for  repayment 544 

Fees  received  by  the  local  office,  since 
August  4, 1886,  for  reducing  to  writing  tes- 
timony in  support  of  an  entry  may  be  re- 
paid  645 

iBescrvalion. 

See  School  Land. 

Of  forest  lands  created  by  the  President 

under  solution  24,  act  of  March  3,  1891,  may 

'   he  restored  to  the  public  iIouiHin  by  the 

President  without  special  authority  from 

Congress 209 

Executive  for  the  establishment  of  In- 
dian, does  not  take  efiect  upon  laud  covered 
by  a  homestead  entry 589 

For  military  purposes  can  not  be  restored- 
to  the  mass  of  the  public  domain  by  act  of 
the  President 210 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1884, 
do  not  protect  a  desert  entry  made  while  the 
land  was  reserved 233 

Abandoned  military,  can  not  be  restored 
to  entry  and  settlement  by  the  President 
under  the  act  of  July  5, 1884 233 

Lands  within  an  abandoned  military, 
transferred  to  the  Interior  Department  and 
appraised  in  accordance  with  a  special  aot^ 
but  undisposed  of  at  the  date  of  the  aot  of 
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July  9, 1884,  may  be  again  appraiaed  under 
aaid  act  and  oflfered  at  public  aale 76 

The  improvements  on  an  abandoned  mili- 
tary, may  be  sold  separately  under  aection 
8.  act  of  July  5.  1884,  where  the  lands  on 
which  they  stand  are  not  sul^ect  to  disposi- 
tion under  said  act 208 

A  preferred  right  to  purchase  the  land  on 
which  improvements  are  situated  is  con- 
ferred  by  the  act  of  July  5, 1884,  upon  the 
purchasers  of  such  improvements  priorto  the 
passage  of  said  act 527 

The  act  of  July  10, 1890,  providing  for  the 
disposal  of  certain  abandoned  military,  in 
Wyoming,  repeals  the  provisions  in  the  act 
of  July  6.  1884,  ^hioh  confers  upon  the 
purchaser  of  ImprovementH  a  preferred  right 
to  purchase  the  land 922 

A  tract  of  land  la  not  reserved  by  an  in- 
advertent notation  of  its  diapoaition  on  the- 
tract  book  and  plat  in  the  local  office 90 

Effected  by  an  entry,  is  not  defeated  by 
the  failure  of  the  district  officers  to  properly 
note  the  samoofrec-ord ^42 

Effected  by  an  application  to  locate  a  war. 
rant  upon  a  specific  tract,  not  defeated  by 
loes  of  the  warrant  and  fees  in  the  General 
Land  Offline,  though  as  the  result  of  such  loes 
no  record  of  the  location  ia  made  in  the  local 
office ,. ,  278 

Reservoir* 

See  Right  of  Way. 

A  natural  lake  can  not  be  appropriated 
ftir  a 608 

The  protection  provided  for  settlement 
claims  by  section  17,  act  of  March  3, 1891,  aa 
against  location  of,  extends  only  to  lands 
actually  occupied  at  the  date  of  such  loc»* 
tton 5U 

Survey  of.  on  unsnrveyed  land,  should  be 
connected  with  government  surveys,  or 
with  some  well-defined  natural  monument.  610 

Residence. 

In  good  faith  in  a  house  believed  to  be 
upon  the  land  claimed  is  oonstruotive  nai- 
denee  upon  an<^  land 447 

0«n  not  be  legally  maintained  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  while  not  living  with  her  hus- 
band  241 

Failure  to  establish,  is  not  abandonment 
wbere  the  entryman  dies  prior  to  the  explra- 
^•on  of  six  months  from  date  of  entry  and 
the  heir  anbeequently  cultivates  the  land  .  141 

Section  3,  act  of  March  2,  1889,  does  not 
anthoriae  extension  of  time  for  the  estab- 
lishment of.  bat  allows  a  leave  of  absence, 
in  certain  cases  after  settlement 95 

Application  of  preSmptor  for  leave  of  ab- 
aenoe  baaed  on  alleged  failure  of  crops,  does 
not  operate  to  extend  the  time  for  making 
final  proof 207 

l^ot  required  of  a  homestead  applicant 
prior  to  the  allowance  of  the  entry 664 
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Service  in  the  regular  army  since  the  close 
of  the  rebellion  is  not  accepted  as  the  equiv- 
alent of,  under  the  homestead  law 472 

Is  an  essential  part  of  the  compliance  with 
the  homestead  law  required  by  the  act  of 
March  8, 1883  (Ala.) 288 

One  who  makes  a  second  entry  under  sec- 
tion 2,  act  of  March  2, 1889,  is  entitled  to 
credit  for  military  service,  though  allowed  * 
therefmr  under  his  former  entry 604 

Required  under  the  homestead  law  allows 
credit  for  military  service 907 

Upon  the  original  farm  does  not  extend  to 
land  under  an  adjoining  farm  entry  until 
auch  entry  has  been  made 268 

TTnder  the  homestead  law  is  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  the  entrjrman's  house  was 
on  a  part  of  the  land  subsequently  adjudged 
mineral  and  excluded  Arom  the  entry 489 

Res  Judicata* 

Plea  of,  not  good  aa  against  one  who  ia  not 
made  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  qneatlon 
by  due  notice  thereof 278 

After  the  expiration  of  time  allowed  for 
appeal  f^m  a  decision  in  a  case  it  ia  too  late 
for  the  Commissioner  to  take  action  therein 
on  his  own  motion,  as  the  oase  ia  then  re- 
moved ftom  his  Jurisdiction,  and  ftirtbar 
action,  if  luiy,  must  be  taken  by  the  Do- 
jMtrtment  in  the  exercise  of  Its  snperviaory 
authority f74 

Review. 

SeePractiM. 

Riffiit  of  "Wtty. 

Circular  of  April  21, 1892,  regnlatiBg  ap- 
plications under  the  acts  of  March  3. 1871^ 
and  Marrti  8>  UBi. 8^ 

No  aatlMcity  fbr  map  «f  I— Mbm.  over 
nnaonreyed  land 336 

Canals,  Ditcbes,  Reberyoirs. 

The  oertitfloate  of  the  register  shoold 
show  that  a  true  and  comeo*  diipHsaia  mmp 
of  survey  haa  been  filed  in  tke  leeal  office. .    S 

In  the  atfrvey  of  a  canal  its  width  and 
the  eonrae  and  distance  of  the  line  ot  route 
should  he  noted  and  duly  ahown 80 

In  the  aurvey  of  canals  and  reaervolra 
the  variation  of  the  magnetic  from  the  true 
meridian  should  be  noted '.   80 

In  the  survey  of  a  ditch  the  anbdlvi- 
sional  lines  of  sections  should  be  laid  down 
on  the  map,  and  the  field  notes  of  vamy 
accompany  the  same 28,80 

In  the  survey  of  a  ditoh  the  termini 
should  be  definitely  fixed,  and  at  each  point 
where  the  ditch  crosses  the  lines  of  the  pub- 
lic survey  the  distance  to  the  nearest  es- 
tablished crarner  of  said  survey  shoold  be 
noted  on  the  map 88 

No  authority  6Dr  map  of  location  over  on- 
aorveyedland •••.. 
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In  tfa«  sQirey  of  a  resetvoir  the  iBitlal 
point  of  the  survey  ahonld  be  fixed  by  ref- 
eienoe  to  a  corner  of  the  pablie  survey  at 
some  well-defined  natural  monument . .  .28, 616 

In  running  the  boundary  line  of  a  reser^ 
XfAc  the  points  where  It  oroBsea  the  lines  of 
the  public  surrey  should  be  marked  by  a 
stake  or  stone,  and  the  distuioe  to  an  estab- 
lished corner,  outside  the  reservoir,  noted 
on  the  map 28 

A  map  of  a  ditch  or  reservoir,  drawn  to  a 
less  scale  than  2,000  feet  to  1  inch,  may  be 
accepted,  if  not  inconveniently  large 26 

Beservoirs  should  be  so  surveyed  as  to 
include  only  the  land  covered  with  water,  as 
the  right  of  occupancy  is  limited  to  such 
land,  and  50  feet  of  marginal  land  for  use  in 
construction  and  repairs 80 

For  canals  and  ditches  not  granted  through 
Indian  reservatlMis  by  section  18,  act  of 
Karoh8.1891 285 

Bail^oad — Station  Grounds. 

A  company  that  is  not  organised  as  a  com- 
moi|  carrier  with  passenger  aiid  fteight 
faofiitiea  is  not  entitled  to 921 

Oravel  beds,  or  ballast  pits,  are  not  subject 
t9  selection  undeir  the  act  of  1875,  but  may 
)te  used  temjMrarily  for  purposes  of  con- 
struction  414 

The  period  of  original  construction  ceases 
wheti  the  road  is  open  to  the  public  for  gen- 
eral use 566 

The  use  of  material  under  the  general  act 
of  1875  and  the  special  act  of  Februtfy  15, 
1887,  is  limited  to  construction,  and  does  not 
include  repair  or  improvement 666 

A  selection  of  a  tract  exceeding  20  acres 
in  area  cannot  be  approved 117 

A  plat  showing  proposed  station  grounds 
extending  1^  miles  along  both  sides  of  the 
line  of  the  road,  and  75  feet  in  width,  will 
not  be  approved 118 

A  grant  for  station  purposes  is  not  in  fee, 
but  an  easement 109 

Application  to  select  station  grounds 
should  not  be  submitted  until  the  company 
has  secured  the  approval  of  its  right  of  way  .118 

Right  of  selection  for  station  purposes  is 
limited  to  lands  adjoining  the  company's 
right  of  way  theretofore  acquired 117,  414 

A  plat  of  station  grounds  will  not  be  ap- 
proved where  the  lo(>ation  is  such  as  to  ex- 
clude access  to  public  lands  not  included 
therein  102 

And  station  privileges  on  the  former 
Crow  Creek  Indian  Reservation,  as  provided 
for  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul 
By.  Co.  by  section  16,  act  of  March  2, 1889, 
is  not  defeated  by  a  settlement  right  claimed 
under  section  23  of  said  act 167 
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Salines* 

The  settled  policy  of  the  government 
in  the  disposition  of  salt  lands  and,  has 
been,  md  is  now,  to  reserve  the  same 
firom  general  disposal 507 

Deposits  of  rock  salt  are,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  entry  under  the  statutes  author- 
izing the  disposal  of  minend  lands 597 

School  I^and* 

See  Application. 

Cannot  be  regarded  as  identified  by  sur> 
vey  so  as  to  exclude  settiienienir  where  a  te- 
survey  of  the  land  is  found  necessary 291 

Title  passes  to  the  State,  at  the  time  the 
grant  takes  effect,  without  patent  or  certifi- 
cate, and  to  except  land  therefrom  on  account 
of  coal  found  therein  the  existence  of  such 
mineral  in  paying  quantities  must  be  shown, 
and  that  such  fact  was  known  when  the 
grant  took  effbct 681 

Settlement  right  on  lands  reserved  for 
school  purposes,  acquired  prior  to  survey,  is 
not  defeated  by  failure  to  establish  residence 
for  a  term  of  years  after  settlement  and  sur* 
vey  where  during  such  period  valuable  im- 
provements are  made,  and  due  residence 
established  thereafter 219 

Sections  16  and  36  within  an  abandoned 
military  reservation  are  not  sutiiject  to  a  sub- 
sequent school  grant  but  must  be  disposed 
of  under  the  provisions  of  July  5, 188i 527 

Double  minimum  lands  may  be  taken  for 
double  minimum  loss 271 

The  selection  of  indemnity  is  a  waiver  of 
all  claim  to  the  land  in  place,  and  to  protect 
a  settlement  claim  on  such  land  the  State 
may  take  indemnity  therefor,  if  it  so  elects.  2S3 

Indemnity  selection  of  land  subject 
thereto,  approved  and  certified,  preclniles, 
while  outstanding,  the  allowance  of  another 
selection  in  lieu  thereof -.  917 

In  case  of  a  preSmptign  settlement  on. 
prior  to  survey,  the  State  may  either  select 
indemnity  therefor,  or  await  the  action  of 
the  settler,  and,  if  his  claim  is  abandone<l, 
assert  its  right  to  the  land  in  place 394 

An  intervening  indemnity  selection  does 
not  defeat  the  right  of  a  homesteader,  who 
settles  prior  to  survey,  but  fails  to  make  en- 
try within  the  statutory  period 417 

Selection  of  indemnity  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed where  the  local  ofiice  corrects  a  mis- 
description, and  the  State  ratifies  such 
action  prior  to  the  intervention  of  an  adverse 
claim 24 

An  indemnity  selection,  in  lieu  of  land 
Xmtented  as  mineral,  of  record  at  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  February  22,  1880,  author- 
izing such  selections,  operates  to  reserve 
the  land  as  against  a  subsequent  homestead 
application.    (Washington) 282 

Selections  of  indemnity  by  territorial  au 
thoriiies  are  not  released  from  reservation 
by  the  act  providing  for  the  admission  of  the 
Territory  to  the  Union.    (Washington) ....  271 
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A  seloctlon  of  indemnity,  made  and  ap- 
proved before  the  final  survey  of  a  private 
claim  exclading  the  basia  therefrom,  is  con- 
firmed, by  section  2,  act  of  March  1,  1877, 
and  the  basis  therefor  is  sal^leot  to  disposal 
as  other  public  lands.    (California) 252 

Selections  of  indemnity  in  Oklahoma  may 
be  made  from  any  unappropriated,  sur- 
veyed ;  non-mineral  public  lands  within  said 
Territory  for  losses  by  Indian  allotment, 
settlements  prior  to  survey,  fractional  sur- 
veys, or  frt>m  any  natural  cause 226 

Scrip. 

A  New  Madrid  loc»tlon  of  unsnrveyed 
land  is  not  aathorized  by  the  act  of  Febmary 
17, 1816,  and  while  the  law  thus  remained 
was  no  bar  to  other  dinposition  of  the  land.      8 

The  act  of  April  26, 1822  did  not  operate 
to  save  a  location  on  unsurveyod  land,  where 
such  land  had  been  previously  sold  by  the 
government  to  intervening  adverse  claim- 
ants       3 

Agricnltural  college,  issued  under  the  act 
of  July  2,  1864,  is  on  the  basis  of  a  single 
minimum  grant,  arid  must  be  so  computed 
jn  the  location  of  double  minimum  land 877 

Issued  to  the  Chippewa  mixed  bloods  un- 
der tlie  seventh  clause  of  section  2,  treaty 
of  September  30, 1854,  is  personal  and  not  as- 
signable, and  a  valid  transfer  thereof  can- 
not be  effected  through  a  double  power  of 
attorney 576 

The  subsequent  ratification  of  acts  per- 
formed under  double  power  of  attorney, 
executed  to  effect  a  transfer  of  Chippewa, 
.will  not  operate  to  give  validity  to  a  loca- 
tion and  sale  thereunder 576 

Location  of,  properly  subject  to  contest. .  676 

Selection. 

See  Jtaiiroad  Orant^  School  Land. 

SeUlement. 

See  School  Land. 

And  improvement  extend  constructively 
to  all  parts  of  the  quarter  section  claimed 
by  the  settler 54 

On  land  covered  by  the  entry  of  another 
confers  no  right  as  against  the  entryman  or 
the  govonmient,  but,  as  between  parties 
who  have  thus  settled,  the  first  in  time  is 
first  in  right gO 

Right  is  not  acquired  by  the  purchase  of 
the  prior  possessory  right  of  another 90 

A  settler  on  land  reserved  for  railroad 
purposes  is  entitled  to  three  months  from 
date  of  restoration  of  land  in  which  to  make 
filing  and  protect  his  right  as  against  a  sub- 
sequent settler 230 

Mnde  by  a  minor,  not  the  head  of  a  family, 
secures  no  right  to  public  land 290 

KigbtB  of,  do  not  extend  to  lands  subject 
to  Indian  occupancy 800 

On  land  withdrawn  for  railroad  purposes 
by  executive  onkr  confers  no  right,  either 
legal  or  equitable 
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Confers  no  right  to  land  embraced  within 
a  railroad  indemnity  selection  pending  on 
appeal 418 

Actual  date  of,  may  be  shown,  though  tbe 
filing  through  mistake  shows  a  different 
date 481 

Right  of  a  settler  on  land  covered  by  the 
timber-culture  entry  of  another,  on  relin- 
quishment of  such  entry,  is  superior  to  the 
entryman^s  claim  under  a  homestead  appli- 
cation filed  with  said  relinquishmABt 489 

Rights  of,  can  not  be  acquired  by  trespass, 
nor  constructive  possession  of  such  land  by 
settlement  on  an  adjacent  tract 475 

Of  an  alien  confers  no  right  to  public  land  664 

Sioax  Lands* 

See  Indian  Lands. 

Special  Ai^enC* 

Should  not  examine  and  report  on  olairns 
at  thereqnest  of  interested  parties 88 

States  and  Territories. 

California. 

The  right  of  purchase  under  section  7, 
act  of  July  23. 1866,  is  not  defeated  by  the 
fact  that  the  legal  title  to  the  land  is,  at  the 
date  of  the  (wst,  held  by  one  not  a  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  where  the 
owner  of  the  equitable  title  at  such  time  is 
not  thus  disqualified 636 

The  purchaser  of  a  private  claim  of  quan- 
tity within  larger  out  boundaries  who  con- 
trols the  location  of  the  claim  (s  not  on  titled  to  . 
purchase  lands  excluded  on  final  survey  . . .  665 

Montana. 

University  selections  approved  prior  to 
the  admission  of  the  State  require  no  ftirther 
action  to  complete  titte,  except  the  admis- 
sion of  the  State;  the  certification  to  the 
governor  of  the  Territory  is  sufficient  evi- 
denoeof  title 142 

Statutes. 

See  Tables  of  Acts  of  Congress,  and  Re- 
▼Ited  Statutes,  pages  xviii  and  xx. 

Departmental  regulations  under,  if  not  in 
confiict  therewith,  have  all  the  force  and 
effect  of  law , 587 

Is  operative  from  its  date  if  no  time  is 
fixed  when  it  shall  become  eflbctive 606 

Survey. 

See  Lake,  Minifig  Claim,  Right  of  Way. 

Of  a  mining  claim  or  townsite  Js  a  **  pub- 
lic survey  "  when  the  claim  or  entry  pawes 
in  to  a  paten  t 108 

Of  an  island  should  be  allowed  whrae 
such  island  has  been  omitted  from  the  sur- 
vey of  a4iacent  land  and  has  not  been  dis- 
posed of  by  the.  government 115 

If  none  of  the  lands  oontignous  to  a  former 
non-navigable  meandered  lake,  have  been 
patented  or  applied  for,  the  land  pievioosly 
oovered  by  water  may  be  torveyed 118 
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ThB  gorernmeni  has  no  Jnrlsdlotlon  to 
order,  when  the  land  lies  within  the  mean- 
der line  of  a  non-navigable  lake,  and  the 
lands  adjacent  thereto  have  been  patented 
or  applied  for 274,687 

Of  an  island,  formed  in  a  river  after  the 
survey  and  disposition  of  the  adjoining  shore 
lands,  can  not  be  ordered,  as  the  land  thus 
formed  does  not  belong  to  the  United  States  483 

Order  for,  and  publio  offering  of  land  as 
an  isolated  tract  preclude  the  allowance  of 
a  preemption  filing  therefor  tendered  by  the 
applicant  for  survey  and  based  upon  an  al* 
leged  prior  settlement  right 458 

Of  reservoir  site  on  unsurveyed  land 
should  be  connected  with  the  publio  survey 
or  some  well-defined  natural  monument. . . .  616 

The  Deparianent  has  no  authority  to  or- 
der the  resurvey  of  a  patented  private 
daim  while  the  patent  is  outstanding 567 

Swamp  I^and* 

See  Alienation. 

The  claim  of  a  State  should  not  be  r^eoted 
on  the  report  of  a  special  agent  alone,  but 
such  report  may  be  made  the  basis  of  fur- 
ther investigation 176 

The  inadvertent  certification  of  lands  ex> 
oepted  flrom  the  grant  does  not  deprive  the 
Bepartment  of  Jurisdiction  to  correct  the 
error 

The  grant  to  Illinois  did  not  take  effect 
upon  the  alternate  sections  reserved  in  the 
railroad  grant  of  September  20, 1860 

!the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  State 
where  it  claims  a  tract  that  is  not  returned 
as  swamp  and  overfiowed 247 

The  character  of  land  at  the  date  of  the 
grant  determines  whether  It  is  subjeot 
thereto 247,254 

Proof  that  land  is  at  present  swamp  and 
overflowed  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the 
adverseretum  of  the  surveyor-general 247 

Land  covered  by  an  apparently  perma- 
nent body  of  water  at  date  of  the  grant  Is 
not  of  the  character  granted 263 

The  approval  by  the  surveyor-general  of  a 
segregation  survey  made  under  section  2488, 
R.  S.,  ii  of  no  legal  force  where  the  lands 
covered  thereby  were  not  in  .existence  at 
date  of  the  grant.    (Cal.) 268 

Proof  as  to  the  character  of  land  at  date 
of  the  grant  should  be  required  before  ap- 
proving a  contract  for  a  segregation  survey 
(Cal.) 268 

Before  final  action  is  taken  on  a  dalm  the 
waiver  as  to  further  claims  required  by  the 
regulations  of  September  19, 1891,  most  be 
ftimished 688 

Qnat  of,  not  defeated  by  location  of  pri- 
vate daim  where  such  action  is  not  defl- 
lOta 674 
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Timber  Coltare* 

See  Entry,  Final  Froqf. 

Failure  to  break  the  requisite  five  acres 
may  be  excused  on  due  showing  that  it  was 
caused  by  threats  of  personal  violence 66 

Sowing  tree  seeds  broadcast  is  not  a  proper 
planting 98 

The  eutryman  must  make  adequate  pro- 
vision for  the  protection  of  the  trees  planted .    98 

Failure  to  secure  the  requisite  growth  of 
trees  does  not  warrant  cancellation  if  not 
due  to  the  entryman's  negligence 428 

Compliance  with  law  must  be  shown  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  contest,  where  an  en- 
try is  irregularly  allowed  for  land  thus  in- 
volved    481 

The  act  of  March  3, 1891,  does  not  relieve 
the  eutryman  £rom  cultivating  the  quantity 
and  character  of  trees  specified  in  the  act  of 
1878,  nor  repeal  the  requirement  of  six  hun- 
dred and  seventy -five  thrifty  trees  to  each 
acre  at  final  proof 434 

Tluiber  €aUiiii:. 

Instructions  of  January  13, 1892,  and  ap- 
proved form  of  letter  to  applicants  with  in- 
formation as  to  limitation  of  privilege 96 

Permits  will  not  be  issued  under  section 
8,  act  of  March  3,  1891,  to  cut  timber  from 
unsurveyed  lands  within  the  primary  limits 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  grant,  in  the  absence 
of  a  showing  that  the  land  is  mineral 126 

Timber  and  Stone  Act. 

Does  not  authorise  purchase  by  a  married 
woman,  except  with  her  separate  money,  in 
which  her  husband  has  no  interest 126 

Improvements  on  a  tract  of  land  will  not 
exclude  it  from  entry  uudor  said  act,  if  not 
made  and  maintained  under  a  bona  fide  oc- 
cupation   16 

Land  is  not  excepted  from  purchase  under 
said  act  by  the  improvements  of  one  who  is 
not  asserting  a  claim  to  said  land  under  any 
law  authorising  the  occupancy  thereof 416 

An  entry  under  said  act  not  made  for  the 
"exclusive  use  and  benefit"  of  the  entry- 
man,  but  in  the  interest  of  and  ior  the  bene- 
fit of  another,  is  in  violation  of  said  act  and 
must  be  canceled 892 

The  personal  inspection  of  the  land  re- 
quired of  an  applicant  does  not  necessarily 
require  said  applicant  to  actually  pass  over 
the  tract  in  question 486 

The  general  "authority  of  the  Commission- 
er to  determine  the  validity  of  entries  is  not 
abridged  by  the  provisions  of  this  act 617 

Timber  liands. 

See  Eetervation. 

Town  Site. 

See  OJdahoma. 

The  issuance  of  patent  to  trustees  is  not 
a  disposition  of  the  government  title,  but  a 
conveyance  thereof,  in  trust,  to  be  held  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (Oklahoma) 


